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- PREFACE

The difficulty in life is the choice.
— George Moore
1852-1933

In the preface to his classic work On Thermonuclear War, RAND'’s
Herman Kahn mused on what he called the painful problem of
choice. Writing in 1960, Kahn was concerned with the weightiest
issues of his day. He pointed to choices “open to the free world” that
included peaceful coexistence, rearmament, Soviet domination, and
thermonuclear war. Like Bernard Brodie, Albert Wohlstetter, and
other defense strategists of his day, Kahn was preoccupied with
problems associated with trying to contain Soviet power and
expansionism while minimizing the risk of war. Thanks in part to the
efforts of Kahn and others like him, those engaged in defense
strategy and planning today are confronted with problems for which
the stakes involved are considerably less grave. With the collapse of
the Soviet Union and the tentative embrace of less confrontational
objectives by the most important of its successor states, our security
environment is no longer dominated by the reality of vast military
power in the hands of an implacable foe. In this sense, the risks of
failure for defense planners are certainly less starkly immediate than
they were in Kahn's day.

Yet the posture and capabilities of the U.S. armed forces remain
central factors in global stability. Put simply, the United States is the
world’s preeminent military power and the chief “exporter” of
security. For the foreseeable future, if the industrial democracies of
North America, Europe, and East Asia are confronted with serious
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military challenges to their interests, it will be up to the United States
to take the lead in defeating these challenges. More broadly, whether
the world evolves toward a more stable, peaceful, and prosperous
future or toward a future characterized by instability, deepening
rivalry, and conflict depends very much on future U.S. policies and
America’s capacity to effectuate its policies. Hence, even in the
absence of a superpower adversary, much depends on the United
States getting its defense strategy, planning, and resource allocation
right.

This book is intended to contribute to that effort. It is the product of
many hands and is more a collection of the ideas of individuals than
a tightly cohesive treatment of the problems of defense strategy and
planning. While the chapters, in toto, address what we see as the
most significant issues facing defense planners, the book is not
comprehensive. For example, this volume says almost nothing about
the future U.S. nuclear posture (something that would have
astonished Herman Kahn), although it considers from several
aspects the challenge of chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons
in the hands of future adversaries. There is also little discussion of
individual defense programs or weapon systems. Likewise, the
reader who is looking for “RAND’s force structure”—specific
numbers and types of units that the authors believe should be
fielded—will be disappointed.

The intent here is rather to cast light on the issues that will bear most
heavily on policymakers and analysts as they grapple with the need
to reshape U.S. military forces and capabilities for the 21st century.
Too often work done on and for the U.S. defense community offers
specific “answers” while going light on whatever analysis might
underpin those answers. We reverse that emphasis on the
assumption that what decisionmakers most need is help in
understanding the primary factors at play in an issue, the ways in
which they interact, and the kinds of outcomes that might result
from particular choices. Armed with this sort of analysis, they can
then make informed choices.

This book is dedicated to the goal of a U.S. defense program that is
structured on the basis of a careful and honest assessment of future
needs, an appreciation of the possibilities offered by emerging
technologies and operational concepts, and a willingness to adopt
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new approaches when these have been shown to be relevant and
feasible. The United States has rightly adopted an expansive and
ambitious strategy to guide its actions in the post-Cold War world.
Superior military capabilities will be needed to support this strategy.
Yet the resources available to sustain U.S. forces will be tight.

All of which brings us back to the necessity for choice. Within the
U.S. defense establishment, it is less and less possible to hedge
against uncertainty by fielding redundant capabilities. Likewise, the
cost—in terms of forgone military capabilities—of avoiding
politically painful initiatives to make our defense establishment
more efficient is mounting inexorably. Hence, U.S. defense planners
will be confronted with stark choices between high-priority
modernization needs and force structure, between operational
capabilities (“tooth”) and support structure (“tail”), and between
traditional approaches to warfare and innovations that offer
appealing efficiencies but also some risks. There is not, in short, a
risk-free option. The choice is between different types and levels of
risk.

If there is a single theme that runs through these chapters it is this:
The challenge of fielding the world’s most capable military force
within strict resource constraints can be met, but only if the nation’s
leaders are willing to make extensive changes in the U.S. defense
establishment. These changes encompass the roles assigned to
different types of forces, both in peacetime and war, and the ways in
which the Department of Defense does business. The Department of
Defense has started down these roads, but even with committed
leadership and sustained efforts, change of this magnitude will take
considerable time to implement. There is little time to lose.

Strategic Appraisal 1997 is RAND’s second book in an annual series
that reviews for a broad audience issues bearing on national security
and defense planning. Strategic Appraisal 1996 assessed challenges
to U.S. interests around the world, focusing on key nations and
regions.

It is hoped that this series will contribute to “the public welfare and
security of the United States of America”—the purposes for which
RAND was chartered.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION
Zalmay Khalilzad and David Ochmanek

For U.S. defense planners, these are the best of times and the worst
of times. On the one hand, with the collapse of our erstwhile Cold
War adversary, basic questions of national security strategy are once
again in play. In light of this change, there has never been greater
scope for reviewing U.S. national objectives and threats to them,
creatively weighing these against resources available, and crafting a
strategy suitable to new and emerging conditions. At the same time,
extraordinary developments emerging from the technology base are
opening up possibilities for radically new ways of conducting mili-
tary operations.

Taken together, these trends should spark a wide-ranging set of
debates about the best way for this nation to go about protecting and
advancing its interests in the future, the roles that military power
should play in U.S. national security strategy, and the appropriate
size and mix of U.S. military forces. Yet, to date, these debates have
seemed constricted, if not stillborn. Perhaps one reason for this is
that Americans have not yet embraced a broad set of guiding objec-
tives for U.S. foreign policy and security strategy. Too, the shrinking
of the defense budget poses a seemingly endless set of management
challenges as we try to downsize the defense establishment without
severely disrupting the activities of commanders and forces in the
field. Resource constraints have also heightened sensitivities, so that
at the level of military force structure and program analysis, it is diffi-
cult to escape the feeling that every position is evaluated first
through the lens of Service parochialism (“What will this mean for
my Service's or branch’s budget share?”), rather than from a per-
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spective that seeks to identify the capabilities that will be most
needed in the future, irrespective of Service.

In short, we believe that our national security problems both permit
and demand a fresh look. This volume represents one attempt to do
this. The book is a collection of essays that span the gamut of
defense planning. In it, we address the following major issues:

What basic national security strategy is most appropriate for the
era we are entering?

What major missions must U.S. military forces be prepared to
undertake to support this strategy? Under what conditions
might these missions have to be carried out?

How should the Department of Defense (DoD) conduct force
planning and evaluation so as to take full account of uncertain-
ties in the future operating environment?

What criteria should be used to size overall U.S. forces? Isa “two
regional conflicts” posture appropriate, either as a planning
objective or as a public description of the capabilities of the
armed forces of the United States? '

How capable will programmed U.S. forces be in conducting
future combat operations? What should be our top priorities for
improving their capabilities?

What are the implications of emerging technologies for the way
U.S. forces fight, and for force mix and size?

What role should planning for smaller-scale operations (so-
called “operations other than war”) play in U.S. force planning?

How should U.S. forces be restructured to provide a stabilizing
presence abroad in peacetime?

Are future defense budgets likely to be sufficient to sustain the
forces and capabilities we need?

To what extent can reforming and reshaping DoD’s infrastruc-
ture and business practices yield savings needed to sustain,
operate, and modernize the force?
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All of these questions and others addressed in this volume bear
heavily on the management of the U.S. defense program. The year
1997 will be particularly important for defense planning because two
major reviews of our defense are being conducted—the Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR), which the DoD is conducting; and the
National Defense Panel (NDP), an independent and nonpartisan
outside group that will review the process and findings of the QDR
and make its own recommendations about the future U.S. defense
posture and the resources needed to sustain it. The essays in this
volume are meant to contribute to these defense reviews, and to the
continuing efforts to manage the U.S. defense establishment, by sug-
gesting where the defense leadership might focus its attention and by
offering insights on many of the most important issues they will need
to confront.

While each of the essays is independent of the others and while we
have not tried to force a consensus among the authors, several
themes emerge that run strongly through all of the contributions.
Collectively, these themes serve as a fair summary of many of the
book’s major points:

The Need for a Broadly Accepted Strategy of U.S. Global Leadership
and Engagement. The United States is the world’s preeminent
power—a status that we should work to consolidate. Furthermore,
our nation has important and growing interests in multiple regions.
Allied and friendly nations abroad share many of these interests, but
only the United States has the capabilities to defend them against the
full range of military challenges that might arise. Moreover, U.S.
interests are served by the gradual growth and spread of pluralistic
political institutions and free-market economic principles. Because
of its unique capacity to lead, the United States has both the oppor-
tunity and the responsibility to work actively to foster an environ-
ment in which such values can spread. For these reasons, there can
be no responsible alternative for the United States to an ambitious
strategy of global leadership and engagement in the affairs of these
regions.

The Shifting Focus of Challenges to U.S. Interests. U.S. military
planning and our military posture abroad, while broadly appropriate
to today’s situation, will face increasing pressures to adapt as the
nature of potential challenges to U.S. interests shifts. As NATO
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becomes more occupied with projecting stability eastward and cop-
ing with potential threats to its south, U.S. military forces in Europe
will need to adjust both their geographic focus and the nature of the
missions for which they prepare. Likewise, growing Chinese power
and the possibility of a change of government in North Korea will
compel U.S. forces in East Asia to develop capacities for effective
operations over a broader area and set of missions.

The Need to Take Emerging Threats Seriously. Since before the Gulf
War, U.S. defense planning has focused on a fairly narrow set of con-
tingencies against which to measure and prepare U.S. forces. The
scenarios that portray these contingencies have generally permitted
planners to avoid coming to grips with serious and plausible emerg-
ing challenges, including the possibility of short-warning invasions,
weapons of mass destruction, advanced air defenses, and enemy
capabilities to complicate access to overseas regions. Such chal-
lenges, if not addressed, may create “Achilles’ heel” vulnerabilities in
U.S. strategies for power projection that would, in effect, neutralize
many of the advantages our forces enjoyed in the Gulf War.

Finding the Resources for Modernization. To address these emerg-
ing problems and to capitalize on promising new capabilities, it will
be necessary to increase substantially the money DoD is spending on
the modernization of its forces. It seems unlikely that DoD will suc-
ceed in generating these funds from cuts in infrastructure, acquisi-
tion reform, and other “overhead” accounts, at least over the near to
middle terms. Hence, we are facing the need for another round of
cuts to force structure. Such cuts are always difficult to allocate; they
will be especially difficult now because changes in the nature of
warfare dictate that the cuts be uneven across types of forces.

New Approaches to Warfare. U.S. forces are in the midst of a period
of great dynamism in their capabilities for theater warfare. Radical
changes in technologies for surveillance, data processing, miniatur-
ization, aerodynamics, and other areas are enabling the realization of
new operational concepts that can allow U.S. forces to accomplish
some objectives with far greater effectiveness than those of a genera-
tion ago. Given the requisite levels of investment, these new capabil-
ities can permit U.S. forces to meet emerging challenges. Perhaps
the main task confronting defense planners today is to underwrite
new concepts that offer the greatest leverage in an environment in
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which defense budgets are, at best, constant and in which there are
many competing demands for resources.

For a whole host of reasons—strategic, technical, political, and eco-
nomic—a “business as usual” approach to managing the defense
program is unlikely to produce the military capabilities that will be
needed to support the ambitious U.S. national security strategy that
we see as necessary for the future. The demand for first-rate U.S.
military forces is high, and their jobs are getting more difficult and
more varied. With little margin for error, defense planners must have
a clear sense of priorities and a willingness to break with traditional
patterns when these are no longer sufficient. Clear, creative thinking
and courageous leadership will be essential. . It is our hope that the
ideas gathered here might contribute to this process.




Chapter Two

STRATEGY AND DEFENSE PLANNING
FOR THE COMING CENTURY
Zalmay Khalilzad

This year, 1997, can be an important year for the future of U.S. mili-
tary strategy and for defense planning. Several reviews of our
defense programs are being conducted this year. Two are particu-
larly important: the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and the
National Defense Panel (NDP).

Whether the contributions made by these reviews will be important
and long-lasting will depend on many factors. One key factor will be
whether they help the nation decide on a new grand design or archi-
tecture that would guide the planning of future forces.

Deciding on a new grand design to take the place of our Cold War
policy of containment is a vital task confronting our nation. We face
a rare historic moment: the opportunity to shape our own strategic
environment, including the behavior of our friends and foes. The
role that the United States chooses to play in the world is a primary
determinant of the kind of world we confront. Yet six years after the
Cold War’s end, no grand design has jelled. Although the Bush and
Clinton administrations issued several national security strategy
documents, none have received broad attention and support, either
from government officials or the public at large.

This chapter puts forward a grand design to guide our military strat-
egy and defense planning. It first describes the security environment
of the world today. It then argues that the lack of a grand design is
hindering America’s ability to decide on a defense strategy and on
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future forces. It proceeds to present several possible grand strategies
and argues that one—a policy of global leadership—will best serve
the United States in the years to come. After this section, it discusses
threats to the U.S. position in the world, such as the breakdown of
our Cold War alliances, the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), missiles and such new technologies as strategic
information warfare that can cause mass disruption, the emergence
of a global rival, and the potential for a loss of military preeminence.
The final section of the essay discusses how a policy of global leader-
ship should be carried out to meet these threats and the challenges
of the coming century.

AN ERA OF U.S. PREEMINENCE

Any review of our military strategy and forces should begin with an
appreciation of our strong relative position in the world today. With
its victory in the Cold War, the United States is now the world’s pre-
eminent military and political power.

This surge in the relative U.S. position is the second extraordinary
change in the global balance of power in this century. In the first 50
years of this century, there were two world wars and major revolu-
tions in Russia and in China. Five empires collapsed—the Ottoman,
the Austro-Hungarian, the German, the Italian, and the Japanese.
Two other global imperial systems—the British and the French—
declined dramatically. As a result, the character of the international
system changed fundamentally. For several centuries, the interna-
tional order had been characterized by multipolarity and a balance
of power. No single nation had gained such a preponderance that a
coalition of other states could not confront it with greater might.
Although the system succeeded in preventing the emergence of a
single dominant power, it ultimately failed to preserve peace. The
struggle for mastery in Europe led to World War I, the rise of bloody
fascist and communist dictatorships, and the horrors of World War
IL

A global bipolar system followed the end of World War II. The
transformation to bipolarity occurred for two reasons. First, the rel-
ative power of several key members of the old (pre-World War I) bal-
ance of power system declined dramatically. Germany was crushed
by its defeat in the war, while Britain and France experienced a sig-
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nificant decline. These developments coincided with the second
important change: the concentration of relative power in the United
States and the Soviet Union and their active engagement in global
affairs.

Together, these changes produced a new international system. The
distinct and, in many ways, antagonistic value systems and ways of
life represented by the Soviet Union and the United States repre-
sented a special feature of the post-war era that further differentiates
it from the multipolar balance-of-power era that preceded it. A revo-
lutionary ideology and a sense of historic mission animated Moscow,
while the United States sought to counter the spread of this ideology
in order to defend its values and institutions. After a brief period of
uncertainty, the United States mounted a determined effort to con-
tain the spread of Soviet power. This struggle, the Cold War, took
place in the context of the development and deployment of nuclear
weapons, which confronted the antagonists (and others) with the
possibility of unprecedented destructiveness. The Cold War ended
with the sudden collapse of both the Soviet empire and the Soviet
state.

Today the United States is a superpower in every sense of the word.
Through more than four decades of the Cold War, the United States
fielded considerable military capabilities, and today its forces are in a
class of their own. Furthermore, despite a decline in its relative eco-
nomic power, the United States retains the world’s largest economy
and remains the world’s technological leader.

The U.S. model of political and economic organization also is with-
out serious rivals. The manner in which the Soviet Union collapsed
has undermined communism as an economic system and as a global
ideology. The market economy—relying on free enterprise, market-
based incentives, and private property—is now broadly accepted as
the best path to development and prosperity. Although less widely
accepted than the market-based economy, most of the fundamentals
of liberal democracy are being embraced by successful nations. At
present, all liberal democracies are market economies, but not all
market economies are liberal democracies.

In modern times, no single nation has held as preeminent a position
as the United States today. The United States today faces no global
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rival and no significant hostile alliances. Most economically capable
nations, including those with both high per capita and high total
gross national products, such as Germany and Japan, are staunch
U.S. allies. The fact that the United States achieved preeminence
without a war and without causing a hostile alliance to unite against
it is itself an extraordinary development in history.

In light of U.S. preeminence, the role that the United States chooses
to play internationally will determine not only its own direction but
also that of the rest of the world for the next century. However, six
years after the end of the Soviet Union, the United States still does
not have a widely shared or understood vision for the new era.
Although both major political parties are dominated by interna-
tionalists, there is no consensus on an overarching national security
design and even less agreement about the resources necessary to
secure and advance many specific policies. Hence, particular policy
initiatives are debated on a case-by-case basis.

Given the domestic problems in the United States at the time of the
end of the Cold War—unsatisfactory economic growth and huge
budget deficits—a shift in focus toward the home front was to be
expected. However, the absence of a commitment to a new grand
design has persisted despite the U.S. economic recovery and the
decline of the budget deficit. Although both major presidential can-
didates in the recent elections were internationalists, they did not
engage in a significant debate on the United States’ role in the world.
Therefore, the elections did not start or conclude a much-needed
national debate on the U.S. role in the world in the era of American
preeminence.

THE NEED FOR A GRAND DESIGN

The lack of consensus on a grand strategy—a formulation of U.S.
foreign and security policy goals and the means for achieving them—
hinders effective planning and policy implementation. Important
coming reviews of U.S. military forces, such as the QDR and the NDP,
will not be able to set a lasting long-term course for U.S. force plan-
ning unless we can settle upon a grand strategy and the overall level
of resources needed to support it.
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There is an underlying and widely held belief that the world in the
era of American preeminence is more uncertain than in the Cold War
period and that the situation has to “settle” and reveal its contours
before the United States decides how to deal with it. This assump-
tion of greater uncertainty is only partially correct. During the Cold
War, the world was far from certain. Even though the enemy was
known, it was never easy to predict Soviet behavior and develop-
ments around the world. “Kremlinology” was an almost mystical
science, and, as developments showed, our information and under-
standing of what was really happening in the Soviet Union were
often well off the mark. The United States prepared for conflict with
the Soviets in Central Europe, but fought unanticipated wars in
Korea and Vietnam, along with numerous interventions elsewhere.

Yet despite this considerable uncertainty, the United States was rela-
tively certain of its final objectives during the Cold War. Now these
are less clear. During the Cold war, we had a grand design. Today no
guiding principles for conducting our foreign policy are widely
accepted.

The failure of the United States to develop a new and widely
embraced vision and a new grand strategy threatens to place U.S.
policymakers in a reactive mode, perhaps leading them to squander
fleeting, once-in-a-lifetime opportunities to shape the strategic envi-
ronment. Given the powerful position the United States has in the
world, it is in a position to shape the future of the world so as to
enhance the prospects for freedom, prosperity and peace. But it
cannot succeed in shaping our era unless it knows what shape it
wants the world to take and has the strategy, the will, and the
resources to make it happen.

This lack of a clear vision also endangers the achievement of even
modest tasks. Specific policy decisions cannot be evaluated ade-
quately without first constructing a framework for guiding policy and
setting priorities. Absent such a framework, it is more difficult to
decide what is important and what is not, to determine which threats
are the most serious, and to develop coherent responses to new
challenges. Short-term and parochial interests are likely to take pri-
ority over the longer-term national ones.
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Without a broadly agreed-upon architectural framework, gaining
widespread bipartisan support for policy also becomes harder.
Sustaining popular support and staying the course for particular
policies become difficult if the costs of implementation increase but
if the commitment cannot be explained in terms of a compelling
national interest and a strategy on which broad agreement has been
achieved.

A PROPOSED NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

After assessing the United States’ position in the world, the QDR and
NDP should examine alternative national security options open to
the United States and their implications for U.S. military strategy and
forces. These reviews cannot decide a new grand strategy for the
United States. However, it would be prudent for them to recom-
mend a set of enduring objectives for our national security strategy.!

In principle, the United States can choose among several strategic
visions and grand strategies. The nation could abandon global lead-
ership and turn inward. But isolationism is not a realistic or respon-
sible option for the United States. Our prosperity and security
depend more on the security and prosperity of other nations than
ever before. Furthermore, our economic, cultural, political, and
security ties to other nations are expanding. Should we withdraw
from the world, the implications would be staggering. The competi-
tion to fill the vacuum would cause instability and wars. Although
isolationist tendencies exist in both parties, the leaders of the major
political parties—as indicated in the recent presidential elections—
reject a return to isolationism.

Three realistic choices are open to the United States. First, we could
seek to give up leadership by reducing the U.S. global role and
encouraging the emergence of a 17th-to-19th-century-style balance-
of-power structure, with each power having its own sphere of infiu-
ence. Second, we might seek to share leadership with like-minded
nations and lead a coalition of states—based on joint decision-

1Bipartisan support will be necessary if these objectives are to become policy. In the
aftermath of the recent presidential election, both the president and the congressional
leaders are emphasizing bipartisanship.
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making and burden sharing. Third, the United States could seek to
consolidate U.S. global leadership and preclude the rise of a global
rival or peer competitor as well as multipolarity.

In the near future, the global leadership option—which includes
elements of leading a coalition of like-minded nations—would serve
the United States’ interests better than a return to multipolarity. A
multipolar system risks creating several problems. First, the major
powers, including the United States, may not behave according to
balancing logic. For example, the logic of balance of power might
well require the United States to support a nondemocratic state
against a democratic one or to work with one pariah state against
another. Historically, the American people have been reluctant to
support such ruthless Realpolitik policies. Second, in such a system,
the major industrial democracies might no longer see themselves as
allies. Instead, politically, and possibly even militarily, rivalry could
become not only thinkable but legitimate. Third, the United States
would be likely to face more competition from other major powers.
As military rivalry became legitimate, nations would view all issues,
including trade and humanitarian aid, through the prism of the
power struggle. Trading blocs and predatory trade policies would
thus become more likely. Finally, there is a significant risk that the
system would not succeed in its own terms. The balancing act
required proved impossible even for the culturally similar and aristo-
cratically governed nations of pre-World War I Europe. It is likely to
be more difficult when the system is global; when the participants
differ culturally; and when the participants of many states, influ-
enced by public opinion, are unable to be as flexible (or cynical) as
the rules of the system require. The balance-of-power system failed
in the past. Itis even less likely to work in the future.

Sharing leadership and leading a coalition is a more promising
option than multipolarity. It is clear that the United States and its
Asian and European allies face common problems: uncertainty in
Russia and China; instability in Eastern Europe, the Middle East, and
Southeast Asia; chaos and fragmentation in Africa; and the prolifera-
tion of missiles and WMD and disruption. However, our allies have
not always perceived the challenges in the same way as the United
States. Should sharing leadership be adopted, the United States
would have to emphasize common interests—and seek to develop a
joint political and military strategy with the allies to protect these
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common interests. The allies should have a greater say in decision-
making in exchange for greater contribution to the costs—economic
and military—of protecting common interests. Allies should also
tailor their military to carry out what would be expected of each as
part of a broader alliance.

For a number of reasons, a pure leadership-sharing strategy is not a
realistic proposition as the dominant strategic option for the United
States. First, our allies might not be willing to join a leadership-
sharing strategy in the near term. Second, the allies do not today
have the military capability for sharing leadership with the United
States on an equal basis. The allies would like to have a greater voice
in making decisions, but they are not in a position to bear the req-
uisite military burdens. They will not be in such a position for some
time to come—unless we allow our capability to decline significantly.
Because the United States and its allies face common problems, it
does not mean that they always have common interests and perceive
the threats in the same way. The differences in threat perception
combined with significantly lesser allied military capability can pro-
duce paralysis and acrimony—which could lead to multipolarity over
time.

U.S. global leadership is the best of the three options as a guiding
principle and vision for the United States with a gradual increase in
the role of the allies over time. Such a vision is desirable not as an
end in itself but because a world in which the U.S. exercises leader-
ship is one with attributes we prefer. First, the global environment
will be more open and more receptive to American values—democ-
racy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world has a
better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major prob-
lems, such as nuclear proliferation, the threat of regional hegemony
by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Third, U.S. leadership
will help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival and multipo-
larity, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another
global cold or hot war and all its dangers. Finally, U.S. leadership is
important for continued cooperation among our democratic allies
and the forging of a stronger partnership with them.

A grand strategy that ensures U.S. global leadership is a good guide
for defining what interests the United States should regard as vital.
Such an approach will help the United States identify threats, set
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national security priorities, assess developments in various parts of
the world, and decide the long-term postures of our armed forces—
including deployments, presence, modernization, and readiness. It
is also a good guide for long-term efforts to shape the international
security environment.?

CHALLENGES TO GLOBAL LEADERSHIP

If the United States decides on a policy of global leadership, it must
guard against challenges to its preeminence. Such challenges could
come in many forms. Particularly dangerous challenges include the
following:

* The alliances among the world democratic powers collapsing
and the European Union (or Germany) and Japan renationaliz-
ing their national security policies. At present, this does not
appear likely, but such a development is not inconceivable over
the long term.

» Potentially hostile great powers, such as Russia or China, seeking
and acquiring hegemony over critical regions. While there are
grounds for hope that both nations will evolve favorably and play
constructive roles internationally, we cannot be sure of this.

¢ The United States losing military preeminence. Such a loss
would mean either that the U.S. military was seen as no longer
qualitatively superior to major adversaries or that its ability to
prevail in a diverse set of contingencies is called into question, or
both.

Collapsed Alliances

Helping allies in Western Europe and East Asia become prosperous
free market democracies following the destruction of World War II

ZSeveral RAND analysts have debated and discussed alternative grand strategies for
the United States. See Davis (1994), pp. 135-164, and Levin (1994); also see “Strategy
and the Internationalists: Three Views” (1994). The broader community’s debate has
included: Kennedy (1993); Huntington (1992); Krauthammer (1990-1991); the initial
draft of the DoD’s Planning Guidance, as leaked to the New York Times, March 8, 1992,

p- L.
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was one of the greatest foreign policy successes in history. However,
now that the Soviet Union—the common enemy that helped bring
North America, Europe and East Asia together—is gone, these
alliances may weaken and ultimately collapse. Such a development
is not inevitable. The three regions share common interests and face
common problems, but their relations also generate friction and
competition. Not surprisingly, they sometimes find it difficult to
work together even when it is to their joint benefit.

Some analysts assume that the alliances will inevitably end, because
of an unavoidable divergence of interests. Based on economic
indices, they note that the world is already made up of several great
powers. Given the diffusion of wealth and technology, new great
powers are likely to emerge—especially in Asia—in the next 20 to 30
years. These economic powers—including our allies—may ulti-
mately seek political and military power commensurate with their
economic strength. Many of our allies are focused on economic and
trade issues, which tend to bring them into competition with one
another and with the United States.

A second major problem that threatens to shatter alliances is the
nature of threats in the post-Cold War environment. The common
overwhelming Soviet threat has been replaced by a variety of lesser
problems. The allies now often do not perceive the many threats
around the world in the same way and so have been unwilling to
share risks and burdens with the United States. Accordingly, this
generates complaints in the United States that the allies are not
doing their fair share in dealing with common problems. Many crit-
ics believe that the United States is carrying too much of the burden
of defending common interests and that our allies are focused only
on maximizing their economic power.

A third problem is that the alliances might become irrelevant if allies
lose faith in the United States. For example, as Chinese power grows,
Japan is likely to become more concerned about its security. Tokyo
might seek greater U.S. support. If Washington appears hesitant or if
its military capabilities begin to lack credibility, Japan might decide
to appease China and move closer to it. Alternatively, it might decide
to balance China and convert its economic power into greater mili-
tary power and seek a leadership role for itself in Asia in competition
with China. Either way, the U.S.-Japan alliance could end.
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These problems have the potential to become more serious if the
United States fails to provide consistent leadership. Opinion in the
European nations and Japan is divided. Some seek a greater role for
their nations independent of the United States, and thus are trying to
lay the groundwork for a stronger and more independent defense
capability—although their current capabilities are limited, and most
do not appear eager to spend a lot more on defense. Others are
happy to continue with the current arrangements and let the United
States bear most of the burden of the alliance. Some allies are hedg-
ing against the possibility of a U.S. disengagement or decline over the
long term.

The decay or fragmentation of the Cold War alliances may produce
geopolitical rivalry among the major democratic powers. It will place
great power relations in a greater state of flux. The Europeans might
accelerate their defense cooperation and increase military spending,
eventually becoming competitors to the United States. A federated
Europe organized as some kind of a super-state would have even
more resources than the United States because of its larger overall
gross domestic product. Thus, it would be able to compete with the
United States throughout the world. Or perhaps Germany might try
to dominate Europe, while France and Britain ally against it. Neither
alternative is desirable.

The options are different in East Asia. No serious regionwide bloc is
emerging. Rather, the danger is that each state will go its own way. A
weakening of the U.S.-Japan alliance would lead Tokyo to look after
its own security and build up its military capabilities. At present,
most of Japan’s neighbors would oppose the renationalization of
Japanese security policy and the growth of its military. Nevertheless,
without a strong U.S. alliance, the need to balance the growing
power of China and possibly Russia might compel the Japanese to
reexamine their national security strategy, including their attitude on
nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say
nothing of the plutonium stockpile that Japan has acquired in the
development of its nuclear power industry, it could become a
nuclear weapon state relatively quickly if it should so decide. It could
also build long range missiles, build carrier task forces, militarize
space, and develop a significant information warfare capability.
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Hostile Hegemony Over Critical Regions

U.S. security would suffer if a hostile power or coalition gained
hegemony over a critical region. A region can be defined as critical if
it contains sufficient economic, technical, and human resources that,
if a hostile power gained control over it, that power could seriously
challenge critical U.S. interests. Three regions presently meet the
criteria: East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf. East Asia and
Europe have tremendous technological and industrial might that, if
united under one hostile power, could threaten U.S. security. The
Persian Gulf is important for a different reason: its oil resources are
vital for the world economy.

In the long term, the relative importance of various regions can
change. For example, Southeast Asia appears to be a region whose
relative importance is likely to increase if the regional economies
continue to grow as impressively as they have done in the past sev-
eral years. The Gulf might eventually decline in importance if the
resources of the region became less important because of technolog-
ical change and substitution.

At present, the risks of regional hegemony in Western Europe and
East Asia are small for several reasons. First, the continued alliances
between the United States and key states of these regions discourage
any bids for hegemony. Second, the strength of these nations them-
selves is formidable and would make domination or conquest diffi-
cult. Third, potential regional hegemons, such as Russia and China,
are focused largely on domestic economic development and political
instabilities.

Yet caution is necessary because the future orientation of Russia and
China remains uncertain. Today there is cause for optimism. One or
both nations might become not only market economies but also plu-
ralistic polities with responsible security policies toward their
regions. Both governments recognize that aggressive policies could
harm their economies. Yet the possibility that either nation could
become aggressive remains. Both are unhappy about U.S. preemi-
nence and might seek to become regional hegemons. Both are
capable of fielding strong militaries that could pose a threat even to
the U.S. homeland. The Chinese in particular are actively expanding
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their military capability, including their nuclear, missile, space, and
information-warfare programs.

Both Russia and China might engage in conflict along their borders.
Russian attempts at regional hegemony could produce a confronta-
tion with the United States and the West in Poland, Ukraine, or the
Baltic states. Future Chinese attempts at regional hegemony could
produce challenges not only over Taiwan but also over a United
Korea, Japan, Russia, India, Central Asia, and Southeast Asia. As
Chinese and Russian power grows, regional actors in Asia and
Europe, such as Japan, Ukraine, Poland, Korea, Indonesia, and India,
will face the choice of bandwagoning with Beijing or Moscow, or bal-
ancing that power by building up their own power or seeking closer
ties to the United States.

In addition to the growth of Chinese power, Asia has the potential to
become unstable for several other reasons. Korea is likely to unite
either peacefully or by conflict in the coming years. How Korea
unites will have an enormous effect on the region’s future security.
The region also suffers from several territorial disputes that could
lead to major conflicts.

The Persian Gulf is likely to remain a flashpoint for conflict. Both
Iran and Iraq seek regional hegemony, and WMD and missiles are
spreading to the region. Some of our friends in the region are
becoming less stable. Access to facilities in some of the countries of
the area is likely to become more difficult.

Loss of Military Preeminence

Despite the U.S. military’s superiority over its rivals today, America’s
continued military preeminence is not assured. Several factors
might lead to a loss of preeminence. First, U.S. military preeminence
could end if the Cold War alliances fall apart. In such a case,
Germany (or the European Union) and Japan might renationalize
national security, begin a rivalry with the United States, seek to
exclude the United States from various regions, and develop a mili-
tary capability with global reach. Second, a global rival could emerge
if a critical region comes under the control of a hostile power. Third,
a change in the balance of power could take place if the United States
did not take advantage of new military technologies or concepts
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while one or more hostile powers did. Fourth, the United States
homeland could become more exposed, and we could become
unable to protect ourselves. We have been vulnerable to Russian and
Chinese missiles for several years, and the number of powers able to
strike the United States is likely to grow.? Potential adversaries might
also field weapons of mass disruption—i.e., threatening information
attacks on the U.S. economic infrastructure. Fifth, a hostile nation
might make a revolutionary leap in military technology. History
records many such changes. Nonlinear developments, such as
nuclear weapons, aviation, and computers, had dramatic effects on
the military balance. Sixth, the United States could make the wrong
choices in its defense plans. If the United States decreases its
capabilities while confronting an increasingly hostile world, its
preeminence will decrease. Seventh, the United States may get
involved in a number of protracted wars, becoming overextended
and sapping its energies. In such an environment, the nation may
turn inward and pay less attention to threats from abroad. Eighth,
the United States might lose military preeminence if its economy
falters. In such a case, defense budgets would come under increas-
ing pressure.

A STRATEGY FOR GLOBAL LEADERSHIP
Elements of global leadership include the following:

« Maintaining, adapting and strengthening the alliances among
the world’s democratic powers by creating a global partnership.

« Preventing hostile hegemony over critical regions. We should
remain the security manager in the Persian Gulf and hedge
against possible Russian reimperialization and Chinese expan-
sionism, while promoting market economics, political democra-
tization, and responsible national security policies in these
countries.

+ Preserving U.S. military preeminence now and in the future, to
shape the international environment.

3Ironically, the desire of many states to acquire WMD might increase because of U.S.
preeminence. Opponents will seek to deter U.S. involvement or raise the costs of U.S.
intervention by threatening the U.S. homeland.
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» Bolstering U.S. economic strength and an open international
economic system.

» Becoming more judicious in our military involvement in order to
avoid overextension.

+ Broadening and solidifying domestic support for a strategy of
positive U.S. global leadership.

A Global Partnership Among Democratic Allies

The absence of a common Soviet threat complicates the task of
maintaining our alliances. Nevertheless, the continuation of these
alliances is vital for the protection of American and allied interests.
Maintaining the alliance among the world’s major democracies
requires, first and foremost, avoiding conditions that can lead to
“renationalization” of security policies in key allied countries. The
U.S. alliances can be undermined if the most powerful members
believe that the current arrangements do not adequately address
threats to their security. It could also be undermined if, over an
extended period, the United States is perceived as lacking either the
will or the capability to protect their interests.

For now, the alliances are strong, but challenges to them will be
substantial. In addition to hedging against the possible reemergence
of a hostile Russia, Europe faces many diverse security threats. The
near-term security threat to Germany comes from instability in East-
Central Europe and, to a lesser degree, from the Balkans. For France
and Italy, the chief threats come from conflicts in the Balkans and in
North Africa, particularly if Islamic extremism and WMD spread into
that part of the world. For now Germany is focused on integrating
the former East Germany and favors working with the United States
in its attempts to expand North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
in East-Central Europe. This pro-U.S. policy stems from the confi-
dence Germans have in the United States and in part because an
alliance-based policy is cheaper for Germany than a unilateral
approach. In East Asia, too, Japan favors working with the United
States to overcome concerns about Russia, future Chinese military
capabilities, and the threat of nuclear and missile proliferation on the
Korean peninsula. As long as the United States remains willing and
able to lead efforts to protect their vital interests, these nations are
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less likely to look to unilateral means. In short, U.S. power and a
willingness to lead are necessary to preserve the current high level of
cooperation among the world’s leading democracies.

The United States and its allies should evolve their current regional
and bilateral alliances into a U.S.-led global partnership. This should
involve identifying common interests around the world, threats to
those interests, a joint strategy about what partners should seek, and
an assessment of who will bring what to the table. In Europe, these
interests can be best served if NATO remains the primary entity to
deal with the challenges emerging in the south and east. To perform
this role, NATO must maintain a robust military capability as a hedge
against the possibility of unfavorable developments in Russia, pre-
pare East and Central European nations for the duties of member-
ship, and develop the capability to deter and defeat threats from the
south. The United States would need to maintain for an indefinite
period a significant military force on the continent—both to provide
a basis for combined training, planning, and command and to
demonstrate U.S. commitment and resolve. But the location, com-
position, and numbers involved should be reviewed as part of the
evolution toward this new global partnership.

Asia has no NATO-like multilateral alliance: The core security rela-
tionships are the U.S.-Japanese and U.S.-South Korean alliances. To
deal with the potential challenges in Asia, the United States, Japan,
and Korea must design a joint strategy and a new Asian partnership
that is open to new members from Southeast Asia that share our
goals. Threats to East Asia include possible aggression by North
Korea and uncertainties about the future directions of China, Russia,
and India. As in Europe, the United States must review its military
requirements and deployments in the light of new needs and contri-
bution from the our partners.

Efforts to build a new global partnership could start with North
America and Western Europe cooperating on Eastern Europe and the
Greater Middle East. But such a move must be part of a larger strat-
egy that includes an American-East Asian partnership focusing on
Asia. The ultimate goal is to bring the two partnerships together in a
U.S.-led global alliance among the world’s major democracies. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization should ultimately become the
North Atlantic and East Asian Treaty Organization (NAEATO). The
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potential members of NAEATO have common interests in the stabil-
ity of Europe, North America, East Asia, and the Persian Gulf. Japan,
for example, imports oil from the Gulf and exports to and invests in
the other critical regions. The same is true of Europe.

Although the U.S. global role benefits its allies, other members of
NAEATO may not do their fair share. This was a problem during the
Cold War, and it is unlikely to go away. We face a dilemma: As long
as we are able and willing to protect common interests, others might
allow us to assume a disproportionate share of the burden, thereby
keeping political opposition under control, accepting no risk for their
youth, and continuing to focus on their economies. But it is in no
one’s interest for our allies to be able to conduct large-scale expedi-
tionary wars without U.S. participation. Such a capability might
alarm their neighbors and will erode the margin of U.S. military
superiority. In short, a balance is required. Although the United
States will have to bear a heavier military burden than its allies, fair-
ness and long-term public support require that this proportion not
be excessive. In the Gulf War, a substantial degree of burden sharing
was realized. The same is true in Bosnia. But the allies can do more,
even though they are likely to resist such calls. For the long term, one
possible solution is to institutionalize burden-sharing among the G-7
nations for the security of critical regions including sharing the
financial costs of military operations. Burden sharing comes with a
political price for the United States: It will place constraints on U.S.
policy, as our allies will want a greater voice than they have had in
the past in U.S. decisionmaking.

Precluding Hostile Hegemony Over Critical Regions

To preclude hostile hegemony, the United States needs to shape the
security environment by providing a stabilizing presence and
demonstrating its resolve. To deter the rise of hegemons in critical
regions, we must have the capability to defeat and roll back their
aggression should deterrence fail.

At present, the United States is the preponderant outside power in
the Persian Gulf. Our role as the region’s security manager deters
hegemony and allows us to resist any future encroachment in the
region by possible global rivals. As their economies grow, Asian
powers, such as China and India, may become more dependent on
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the Gulf for energy. U.S. preponderance also serves the interests of
our democratic allies because it ensures the free flow of oil from the
region. Yet our allies bear little of the burden for the region’s
defense. We must insist that they do more to contribute to the
region’s security as we discuss and negotiate new partnership
arrangements.

The United States and its allies have a substantial interest in helping
Russia and China become “normal” countries, i.e., countries that
accept and seek regional stability. Ideally, they would become pros-
perous, free-market, western-style democracies that cooperate with
the United States in meeting current and future challenges. Whether
Russia or China will succeed in becoming a normal state is difficult to
predict, but the stakes justify a major Western effort. Nevertheless,
the key determinants are Russian and Chinese domestic politics,
over which we have limited influence.

As we encourage Russia and China to work with us to reduce regional
tension, we also need to reduce any incentives these powers might
have to engage in aggression. Thus, it is in the U.S. interest that
Ukraine, Taiwan, a United Korea, Vietnam, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan,
and other neighbors of China and Russia are able to make any
attempts at regional hegemony very costly and therefore deter such
attempts. This should not mean that the United States wants hostile
relations among Moscow, Beijing, and their neighbors in Europe and
Asia. Good economic and political relations between Russia, China,
and their neighbors are not inconsistent with U.S. interests (see
Brzezinski, 1994). But consolidating Ukrainian and Uzbek indepen-
dence—as well as that of the other newly independent states—
should be a primary U.S. objective as well.

To discourage Russian aggression against Ukraine and the Baltic
states, NATO must make it clear to Russia—and must convince its
own publics and parliaments (including the U.S. Congress)—that
such an action would lead to a cutoff of economic assistance to
Russia, to fast-track NATO membership for other nations of East-
Central Europe, and possibly to material support to Ukrainian and
other resistance movements. Without such preparations now, there
is the danger that, in the face of a possible Russian threat to Ukraine,
NATO expansion to East-Central Europe would not be politically
supported because it would appear to be too provocative.
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Unfortunately, at times in the past, we have appreciated our stakes
too late to express them clearly enough to deter an aggressor (Davis,
1994, p. 197). A clear and firm Western posture now would also
strengthen those Russians who do not consider reimperialization to
be in their country’s interests.

How China defines its role as its power grows is one of the key ques-
tions of the coming era. China appears even more dissatisfied with
the status quo than Russia. Beyond Hong Kong and Macao, which
will be ceded to China by the end of the century, it claims sovereignty
over substantial territories that it does not now control, such as
Taiwan, the Spratly Islands and the South China Sea generally, and
the Senkaku Islands. Such claims suggest China appears to be seek-
ing eventual regional predominance, a prospect opposed by Japan,
Russia, India, Indonesia, and other regional powers. Even without
regional domination, China might seek to lead an anti-U.S. coalition,
rejecting U.S. leadership generally or particular policies, such as
nonproliferation and human rights. Such a stance is already evident
in its assistance to Pakistani and Iranian nuclear programs.

For the near term, economic considerations are likely to dominate
Chinese calculations. Chinese economic success, however, con-
fronts us with a dilemma. On the one hand, it can increase China’s
potential for becoming a global rival. On the other hand, it might
foster democratization and a cooperative China.

Even today China by itself or as the leader of a coalition of renegade
states could increase the global proliferation problem. Thus, it is not
in the U.S. interest to cut off ties with China or to isolate it com-
pletely. Washington should continue to pursue economic relations
with China and encourage its integration into global economic, polit-
ical, and security regimes. But we should use the leverage of eco-
nomic relations to encourage China’s cooperation on restraining
nuclear and missile proliferation in such places as North Korea and
Iran.

Yet keeping ties to China does not mean coddling it. Thus, as we
trade with China, we should be cautious about transferring tech-
nologies that can have important military implications. To discour-
age Chinese expansionism, we should also ensure that China’s
neighbors have the means to defend themselves. We should also




26 Strategic Appraisal 1997

support moves to reduce Taiwan's international political isolation.
Finally, we should preclude Chinese regional hegemony by main-
taining adequate forces both in the region—both permanent and
rotational—and available for rapid power projection.

Preserve American Military Preeminence

For America to maintain its military preeminence, our forces and
doctrine must have the following characteristics: the capability to
prevail in a diverse set of contingencies, the means to counter
asymmetric threats, advanced capabilities that permit increased
reliance on information and precision firepower, and the ability to
hedge against the unexpected.

Prevailing under diverse circumstances. U.S. forces must be able to
prevail in a diverse set of contingencies—a set that is broader and
more realistic than those that have informed recent defense reviews
such as the Base Force and the Bottom-Up Review. These scenar-
ios—a North Korean attack on South Korea and an Iraqi attack on
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia—are realistic near-term challenges in two
critical regions, even though they make important favorable
assumptions about the time available for the United States to
respond and the use of missiles and WMD. We must continue to
have the capability to win simultaneous wars in the Gulf and Korea.
But the two scenarios used by DoD are not fully representative of the
likely challenges we would face both in the near and the longer
terms. For the near future—between now and 2005—the following
scenarios should inform our military posture in terms of combat:

1. Demanding variations of the Iraq (or Iran) versus Kuwait and
Saudi Arabia scenario. The scenario should include the problems
of short warning, access restrictions, limited allied support, and
the capability to deliver WMD.

2. A Chinese attack on Taiwan that involves concerns about main-
land sanctuary paucity of nearby bases, WMD capabilities, a
nuclear threat to the U.S. homeland, and short warning.

3. An internal conflict in a country where important U.S. interests
are at stake and that involves a large number of potential
hostages.
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4, Variations of a North Korean invasion of South Korea that include
short warning and the threat and use of WMD.

5. A Mexican internal conflict scenario that includes the collapse of
government, massive refugee flows to the United States, and a
threat of a takeover of the government by anti-U.S. forces.

6. A “Bosnia II” scenario, which might follow a breakdown of the
Dayton accords and involve a return of conflict and Serbian sup-
port for the Bosnian Serbs.

Current U.S. capabilities are substantial and should be able to deal
successfully with most of these challenges even if some are in com-
bination and if they occur only weeks apart. But we can improve our
ability to meet these challenges by enhancing capabilities to detect
short-warning combined-arms offensives, to defend against WMD
and their delivery vehicles, and to deal with military challenges of a
less-than-all-out nature, such as insurgency, subversion, and fac-
tional fighting.

Asymmetric strategies. We must increase our ability to deal with
“asymmetric” strategies by our regional adversaries. U.S. military
preeminence will lead potential challengers to avoid direct conflict
or to try to keep the United States out of a conflict. Such strategies
could include the use of WMD or terrorism to threaten the U.S.
mainland or striking “high value” targets, such as ports and bases
before we arrive.

Deploying advanced capabilities. To maintain U.S. military preemi-
nence for the longer term—2010 and beyond—we should lead the
revolution in military affairs both in terms of new weapons and in
terms of concepts of operation. New technologies with regard to in-
formation, reach, delivery, and precision can change how wars are
fought and the requirements of deterrence. To maintain U.S. mili-
tary superiority in the long term, maintaining the U.S. lead in new
weapons and their use is critical. Evident U.S. technological domi-
nance can play a strong role in shaping the minds of potential adver-
saries. Therefore, we should give higher priority to research on new
technologies, new concepts of operation, and changes in organiza-
tion. The Gulf War gave us a glimpse of the future of war. The chal-
lenge is to sustain our lead.
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Our rivals are likely to be very motivated to explore new technologies
and how to use them against us. A determined nation making the
right choices, even with a much smaller economy, could pose an
enormous challenge. For example, Germany, by making the right
technical choices and adopting innovative concepts for their use in
the 1920s and 1930s, was able to make a serious bid for world domi-
nation. At the same time, Japan, with a relatively smaller gross
national product than those of the other major powers, especially
than the United States, was at the forefront in the development of
naval aviation and aircraft carriers. These examples indicate that a
major innovation in warfare can provide ambitious powers an
opportunity to become dominant powers. Dominating the emerging
military revolution, combined with maintaining a force of adequate
size can help discourage the rise of a rival power by making potential
rivals believe that catching up with the United States is a hopeless
proposition.

Hedging against uncertainty. Given the rapid pace of change in the
world, countries that are not now hostile could become adversaries.
The world can be more peaceful if Russia and China have become
responsible democracies and have joined the American-led global
partnerships. In such a case, the challenges we face would likely be
smaller compared to U.S. and allied capabilities. Alternatively, we
may face bigger threats if these or other nations become aggressive.
Given the uncertainties, we should use the following difficult scenar-
ios to inform our thinking about military developments, in the
longer-term future:

L. Iran invades Kuwait and Saudi Arabia with short warning. The
United States faces access restrictions, WMD use, and weapons of
mass disruption threats against the U.S. homeland and space sys-
tems.

2. China attacks a united Korea and threatens the U.S. homeland if
the United States aids Korea. In such a scenario, access to the
region might be limited, warning time short, and the WMD threat
profound. We should consider cases where we have support from
Japan and selected nations in Southeast Asia, as well as cases
where such support is lacking.
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3. Russia attacks Poland while NATO supports Poland. Again, there
is limited warning and the threat of nuclear use. The United
States must also be able to coordinate its military tasks with those
of the alliance.

The intention of the above scenarios is to inform our judgments
about the more potent hedges against unforeseeable dangers and to
recognize the uncertainty inherent in any military situation. If we
can develop forces robust enough to handle these difficult scenarios,
they should be capable of meeting most of the challenges we will face
in the future from large-scale aggression.

Preserve U.S. Economic Strength and an Open International
Economic system

The United States is not likely to preserve its military and technologi-
cal dominance if the U.S. economy declines seriously. In such an
environment, the domestic economic and political base for global
leadership would diminish, and the U.S. would probably incremen-
tally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon
more and more of its external interests. As the U.S. weakened, others
would fill the vacuum.

To sustain our economic strength, we must maintain our technologi-
cal lead in the economic realm and deal responsibly with our budget
problems. In the past, such developments as the agricultural and
industrial revolutions produced fundamental changes in the relative
power of nations (Mokyr, 1990). We might be in the middle of
another transformation based on the information revolution. If the
United States fails to recognize the change and adapt its institutions,
its relative position may decline.

To remain the preponderant world power, U.S. economic strength
must be enhanced by improving productivity, strengthening educa-
tion and training, and generating and using superior science and
technology. Two other factors also shape our economic health. One
is the chronic imbalance between government revenues and gov-

4Some of the points here regarding military challenges of the new era are also dis-
cussed in Chapters Three and Four of this volume. See also Davis (1994).
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ernment expenditure. Second, and even more important to our eco-
nomic well-being over the long run, may be our overall rate of
investment. Although the U.S. government cannot endow its citizens
with a Japanese-style propensity to invest, it can use tax policy to
encourage such a development.

Global leadership serves our economic interests. For example, it can
facilitate U.S. exports, as we have seen recently in U.S. contracts with
Saudi Arabia for the sale of aircraft and the modernization of Saudi
telecommunication systems. Moreover, the costs of alternative
strategies will ultimately be higher than those associated with U.S.
global leadership.

Remaining Selective and Judicious in Our Military
Involvement

The United States needs to be more selective about its involvement
in lesser regional conflicts (LRCs)—internal conflicts, small wars,
humanitarian relief, peacekeeping or peacemaking, punitive strikes,
restoring civil order, evacuation of U.S. citizens, providing security
zones, and monitoring and enforcement of sanctions—and to
develop some specific capabilities appropriate for such conflicts
(Builder, 1994; Kassing, 1994; and Lempert et al., 1992). Given the
end of the Cold War, the Untied States can be more selective in its
military involvement around the world. LRC involvement can pre-
vent the United States from responding promptly to simultaneous
MRCs. LRC involvement could also lead to protracted war which
could undermine support for U.S. engagement abroad and bring
about overextension.

For lesser contingencies of marginal value to U.S. interests, we
should rely on options other than the use of U.S. forces. Options that
we should consider include: arming and training the victims of
aggression—an option precluded in Bosnia when we agreed to a
United Nations arms embargo—providing technical assistance and
logistic support for peacekeeping by regional organizations or
friendly powers; a more proactive diplomacy to avert crises and con-
flict; resisting the adoption of unrealistic objectives, such as nation
building in Somalia; avoiding actions that increase the prospects for
military intervention later on, such as the economic embargo in
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Haiti; and greater will and discipline by the political elite in resisting
calls for military intervention in crises that are of marginal interest to
the United States.

Obtaining and Maintaining Domestic Support for U.S.
Leadership

Some might argue that the American people will not indefinitely
support a global leadership role for the United States, particularly if
domestic priorities are in competition for the same dollars. Public
opinion polls indicate that people in the United States are focused on
domestic concerns. Such a perception discouraged a serious debate
on national security issues in the last two presidential elections.

The degree to which the public will in fact support a global strategy
as outlined here is not known for certain. But the public is more
likely to support it if it is presented to them by the president and
supported by the senior members of both the Democratic and
Republican parties and if the costs and benefits of such a strategy
and some alternatives are more widely debated and better under-
stood. Global leadership will entail costs—a greater defense effort in
the near term than would be the case if the United States were to
adopt some other grand strategy—but those costs have to be com-
pared with the potential risks and long-term costs of the alternatives.
The costs of alternative approaches can ultimately be higher. At
present, the burden imposed by our defense efforts, around 3.5 per-
cent of the gross national product, is lower than at any time since
before the Korean war. The burden will decline to 3 percent as econ-
omy expands. Such a level of defense effort for maintaining global
leadership should be sustainable.

CONCLUSIONS

This is a time for the United States to define more clearly a role for
itself in the world. Making the right decisions now is essential. As
subsequent chapters in this volume suggest, the military forces
needed to carry out a U.S. global leadership strategy should be
affordable, provided that the right decisions are made. Support ele-
ments and force structure can be adjusted to free resources for
needed recapitalization. Resources also can be saved by adopting
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more efficient business practices in DoD, eliminating unneeded
units, and being more selective in U.S. deployments for peacekeep-
ing and peacemaking operations. More effective burden-sharing
among the democratic allies also will reduce the costs of leadership.

On the other hand, a failure to make the right decisions on future
forces or inadequate resources for national defense would necessi-
tate a change in strategy. A gap between strategy and capability will
be dangerous for the nation. Such a gap could lead us to make secu-
rity commitments that we are unable to fulfill and perhaps even to
undertake military tasks we are unable to complete. It could set the
stage for a major military disaster. Even more important, as a nation,
we would have failed to seize a historic opportunity.
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Chapter Three

THE CONTEXT FOR DEFENSE PLANNING:
THE ENVIRONMENT, STRATEGY, AND MISSIONS

David Ochmanek and Steven T. Hosmer

“Form follows function.” This elegantly simple axiom provides the
philosophical foundation for much of modern architecture. It
applies as well to the planning and development of military forces.
Nations field military forces to provide the capabilities they believe
are needed to defend and advance their interests. Changes in the
planning environment—encompassing new threats, opportunities,
constraints, technological advances, and other factors—prompt
nations to adjust both their strategies for dealing with that environ-
ment and their military posture.

This chapter provides a context for developing U.S. defense strategy
and forces to meet the challenges of the next two decades or so. As
such, it serves as a basis for much of what follows in this volume. It is
no secret that this context has changed in important ways in recent
years. The disappearance of the Soviet Union has brought about a
sea change in the geopolitical environment, and equally profound
changes are emerging in the technologies of warfare, as evinced by
the performance of U.S. forces in Operation Desert Storm.

If so much has changed, why do our forces (and their support struc-
ture) look so much the same? Part of the answer is that there is a cer-
tain continuity in what military forces are called upon to do. Indeed,
the operational arts practiced by the military services have not
changed in most important ways since the end of World War II. The
Air Force is still called upon to provide and exploit superiority in the
medium of the air, the Navy on the seas, and so forth. Nevertheless,
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given the profound geopolitical and technological changes that have
occurred and are occurring, it is essential that we carefully assess
both the purposes of military power in U.S. national security and the
best means for providing it.

This chapter approaches this subject from a “top-down” perspective.
That is, it begins this assessment by identifying the nation’s most
basic objectives. It then examines factors in the international envi-
ronment—threats and challenges, opportunities, and constraints—
that bear upon those objectives. An appreciation of these factors and
of the ways in which they might affect national objectives underlies
the formulation of the national security strategy. This strategy,
which has political, diplomatic, and economic, as well as military,
dimensions harnesses the nation’s resources to protect and advance
national objectives in the face of challenges and opportunities that
emanate from beyond our nation’s borders.

A more-detailed examination of these national objectives and the
threats that might endanger them permits one to define defense
strategy and to identify the missions that U.S. forces must be pre-
pared to conduct. It also helps to focus planning on specific regions
and potential conflicts that might arise. Figure 3.1 shows this contex-
tual framework in schematic form.

The remainder of this chapter fills in this framework with observa-
tions and judgments about the current and future planning context.

Of course, strategists and planners can never be certain of what the
future might bring. History shows that even the most experienced
observers frequently fail to predict major events in their areas of
expertise. Misreading the future can be a problem, given that many
decisions, such as whether to develop a certain weapon system, can
affect force structure and capabilities for decades. For some defense
planners, the “uncertainty” of the world that has evolved since the
end of the Cold War constitutes a major impediment to effective
planning. This concern over uncertainty is frequently overdone. In
fact, there are good reasons for believing that the uncertainties
inherent in today’s world need not stymie defense planning.

First, those who lament the uncertainties we face today seem to pre-
sume that we dealt with less uncertainty during the Cold War. A
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common claim is that, in the Cold War, at least we knew who our
enemy was. This nostalgia for the certainties of the Cold War era is
not warranted. While defense planners thought they knew whom we
would be fighting, and planned as if they knew, in fact the United
States was drawn into conflicts and had to face major international
developments that were generally unforeseen:

* In early 1950, no one in Washington thought that the nation
would be engaged in a war in Korea for the next three years.

* Later in the 50s, we expected that future wars could be deterred
by the threat of overwhelming nuclear retaliation. Much of our
force structure was planned accordingly. Next thing we knew,
we found ourselves with half a million troops fighting with old
fashioned bullets in Southeast Asia.

* In the late 80s we continued to build Future Years Defense Plans
as if the Soviet Union would remain a global rival with powerful
and modernizing military forces. Wrong again.

The second thing wrong with focusing unduly on uncertainty in the
planing environment is that doing so deflects attention from impor-
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tant things about the future that we do know. It is a central premise
of this chapter—and, indeed, the entire volume—that we know
enough about the future to do a decent job of planning. After all, our
defense posture should be able to accommodate uncertainties. We
can get important things wrong in our picture of the future and still
do the right things in our defense establishment. Specifically, we can
identify high-priority needs for future military capabilities without
knowing in detail where or when those capabilities might be
employed. The key is to shift the focus away from trying to predict
discrete events and toward the identification of important, enduring
missions.

As evidence, consider the force that so soundly defeated Iraq’s mili-
tary forces in Operation Desert Storm: Ours was a force designed,
built, and trained largely to fight a different enemy on a different
continent, under very different conditions and constraints. The les-
son here is that in the presence of uncertainty (which is another way
of saying “always”), planners ensure that the scenarios they use to
shape and assess their programs capture a broad range of challenges
that might arise. (At the same time, it would be folly to act as if all
possible future challenges are equally likely or important. Choices
must be made and priorities must be set.)

The third reason not to overemphasize uncertainties is that doing so
can lead both strategists and planners to become reactive and pas-
sive. To be sure, sound strategy must be formulated in the context of
an appreciation of the major forces at play in the environment in
which the strategy will operate. But strategy is about more than
coping with a fixed set of conditions and fitting one’s resources to a
given environment. A key function of strategy is to shape that envi-
ronment in directions helpful to one’s own interests.

This is especially true for U.S. military planners, who work, after all,
for a government that controls the most powerful military forces on
the planet. Too often, those engaged in trying to predict the future
environment forget that their own actions constitute an important
variable. While we may be uncertain about the future course of
events, we can identify with great clarity those things that we do and
do not want to happen, and our strategy is, in part, directed toward
ensuring that desired outcomes occur and undesired ones do not
occur. Finally, we must accept that we will be uncertain about some
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things that bear on our planning, but we do not need to be uncertain
about what those things are. This is key: A disciplined assessment of
what knowledge is needed for strategy and planning allows one to
eliminate from one’s worry list a large number of things about which
one is uncertain. Only a limited number of things really matter to a
defense planner, and he or she usually knows a lot about many of
them. Starting from this foundation, uncertainty becomes manage-
able. ‘

So let us begin by agreeing that we will not be transfixed by the
obscurity of the future, that sound planning can (nay, must) take
place in the presence of some irreducible uncertainties, and that
none of this is new or unique to the times in which we are living.

FILLING IN THE FRAMEWORK: NATIONAL OBJECTIVES,
ENVIRONMENT, AND STRATEGY

Strategy begins with national objectives (sometimes called national
interests). There should be no uncertainty about the fundamental
objectives of the United States: They are the basic responsibilities of
our government, and they have not changed significantly since the
founding of the Republic. Simply put, they are to secure for
Americans “the unalienable rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.” Stated in more operational and less eloquent terms, our
national goals are to

» Protect the lives and personal safety of Americans, both at home
and abroad

» Maintain the sovereignty, political freedom, and independence
of the United States with its values, institutions, and territory
intact

« Provide for the well-being of the nation and its people.

Securing these most basic objectives is the ultimate goal of both
domestic and foreign policy.

The United States has also long evinced an interest in the well-being
of other peoples. This has led our country to lend humanitarian
assistance to the victims of natural and manmade disasters abroad
and to attempt, frequently albeit fitfully, to prevent flagrant and sys-
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tematic violations of human rights in foreign countries. While the
United States should not always and everywhere intervene to prevent
repression or human suffering, enhancing the well-being of other
peoples will remain an important concern of Americans.

Having stated fundamental objectives, it becomes somewhat easier
to identify the next set of things that matter to planners: the chal-
lenges, opportunities, and constraints that might affect those objec-
tives. That is, what forces will be working both for and against us as
we try to secure and advance our objectives? What are the “givens”
in the environment that we must accommodate, at least in the short
term? At the level of the national security strategy, it is necessary to
consider the full range of challenges and opportunities that might
arise from beyond our own borders, whether they be of a political,
economic, or military nature. The lists of challenges, opportunities,
and constraints that follow lie somewhere between the illustrative
and the comprehensive.

Challenges and Threats

U.S. national security strategy should concern itself with the follow-
ing challenges over the coming decade and beyond:

» Policies that unfairly limit U.S. access to important markets or
resources; predatory trade practices, such as dumping

» Governments that seek to impose their will or establish hege-
mony in areas of interest to the United States, especially when
such governments rely on the threat or use of force

» The spread to such governments of technologies and weapons
that could threaten the United States, upset regional balances,
and/or substantially raise the costs and risks of U.S. military
operations; especially salient are weapons of mass destruction
(WMD)—nuclear, chemical, or biological agents

» Large-scale failure of economic, social, or political systems,
leading to human suffering, mass migration pressures, and the
need for external intervention (e.g., disaster relief and peacemak-
ing operations)




The Context for Defense Planning 41

Conflict fomented by subnational groups as a result of ethnic,
tribal, or religious hatred

Challenges to pro-Western governments by radical opposition
groups, including militant Islamic extremists in Moslem coun-
tries and authoritarian groups in formerly communist countries

International terrorism, including the potential for terrorist
groups to acquire WMD

Deterioration of the global environment, especially through irre-
sponsible industrial policies and rapid population growth;
scarcities of key resources (e.g., water, arable land) in developing
areas

Growing dependence on potentially vulnerable information and
data-management systems.

Opportunities and Favorable Trends

At the same time, U.S. strategy should recognize and seek to capital-
ize on the following opportunities:

The collapse of communist ideology and the abandonment of
communist authoritarianism by most states of the former Soviet
empire; the acceptance, by some of them, of democratic and free
market principles

The continued vitality of the U.S.-led alliance structure; the high
levels of economic and military potential held by the United
States and its allies

Widespread acceptance of democratic governance and market
economics

Growing access to alternative sources of information by people
in countries ruled by oppressive regimes

Expanding free trade
Technological advances

Progress toward the resolution of selected, long-standing dis-
putes (e.g., Arab-Israeli, Northern Ireland).
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Constraints

Finally, the U.S. ability to advance its objectives in the coming years
will be limited by the following constraints:

»  Growing pressure on discretionary spending resulting from the
need to eliminate the federal budget deficit

* Limited economic growth

+ Limited public support for expenditures on defense, overseas
involvements, and foreign assistance

e Lack of consensus on the extent to which U.S. interests are at
stake in particular conflicts or crises

+ Deepening interdependence among the industrialized
economies and societies!

» Continued dependence by the United States and most other
industrialized nations on imported petroleum

+ Limits on the ability of other states and transnational institutions
to enforce compliance with international norms.

Trends

The magnitude and direction of most of these trends are well known.
Figures 3.2 through 3.4 and Table 3.1, however, offer some details.
Figure 3.2, for example, shows that the United States is projected to
continue using large quantities of petroleum—upwards of 20 million
barrels per day—and importing about 40 percent of it. Hence, the
Persian Gulf—the repository of most of the world’s exported
petroleum—will continue to be a region of great significance to the
United States and the rest of the industrialized world.

Figures 3.3 and 3.4 show the important part international trade plays
in the economic prosperity of Americans. Today, approximately 17

1Some might vote to place this into the “challenges” list, some the “opportunities” list.
However one regards the growth of interdependence, it is a reality that can only be
escaped at great cost (i.e., reduced economic prosperity, growth, and competitive-
ness).
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Figure 3.2—Petroleum Imports Versus Total U.S. Consumption
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Figure 3.4—The Importance of International Trade

Table 3.1
U.S. Citizens Residing in Selected
Foreign Countries
Location Number
Argentina 13,000
Costa Rica 62,000
Dominican Republic 97,000
Egypt 17,000
Hong Kong 24,000
Jerusalem 43,000
Mexico 539,000
Panama 36,000
Saudi Arabia 40,000
South Korea 30,000
Venezuela 24,000

SOURCE: U.S. Department of State, 1992.




The Context for Defense Planning 45

percent of the U.S. gross domestic product is accounted for by
imports and exports. The significance of this figure is magnified by
the fact that several of the most dynamic sectors of our economy—
electronics, telecommunications, aerospace, and others—are either
among our leading export industries or are highly integrated in
international production processes, using numerous components
produced abroad. When combined with an appreciation of the
growing internationalization of the world’s capital markets, it
becomes clear that no U.S. government can provide for the material
well-being of Americans without regard to events and trends beyond
our borders.

Table 3.1 shows official estimates of the number of American citizens
residing permanently in a sample of foreign countries. It suggests
not only that the U.S. government must be concerned about the
stability of these regions, but also that our military forces must be
capable of responding rapidly to potential threats to the safety of
large numbers of Americans in numerous overseas areas.

Degrees of Uncertainty

In light of these challenges, opportunities, and constraints, U.S. lead-
ers formulate a national security strategy that provides guidance
about how the nation will harness its resources toward securing and
advancing its objectives. As noted above, that strategy must be
designed to accommodate uncertainty. Taking a time horizon of the
next two decades, we can identify, with varying degrees of confi-
dence, a number of potential developments and threats pertinent to
the development of this strategy.

First, we know that we are likely to confront regional adversaries—
such as the governments of Iraq, Iran, Libya, Cuba, and North Korea
today—that are unremittingly hostile and that will work actively and,
if possible, violently, to reduce U.S. influence. Each of these states
has sought to destabilize its neighbors and has sought to acquire
WMD. This list of known current adversaries, while probably not
complete, is nevertheless impressive for its brevity: There are not
that many countries in the world of the near future that are working
hard against our interests across the board. Moreover, it is quite pos-
sible that one or more of these regimes will be replaced within the
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next decade, as several face severe economic problems and internal
opposition.

The threats Iraq and North Korea pose have played a particularly
prominent role in U.S. defense planning since the end of the Cold
War. Although scenarios invoking aggression by these states have
been used illustratively, not predictively, to assess the capabilities of
U.S. forces, they have taken on unintended significance as observers
have come to regard them as the basis for the bulk of our force plan-
ning. Consequently, should one or both of these threats dissolve,
either as a result of the collapse of the regime in Pyongyang or a radi-
cal change of government in Baghdad, pressure would build in the
United States for significant additional cuts in defense spending.

Experience suggests that defense cuts enacted in response to a more
“benign” international environment would not be restored promptly
in the face of an evolving hostile environment. In the past, the
United States has required a “triggering” event, such as Pearl Harbor
in the case of World War II and the invasion of Korea in the case of
the Cold War, to energize mobilization and rearmament. While the
United States eventually prevailed in World War II and forced a
stalemate in Korea, a future triggering event could prove costly mili-
tarily and endanger important U.S. interests.

Consequently, U.S. defense strategists and force planners would be
well advised to begin now to broaden the conceptual basis for plan-
ning and assessing forces and to reflect that broader conceptual basis
in their public statements. In addition, to hedge against the possi-
bility of severe budget cuts in the future, planners will need to design
force structures, acquisition programs, and research and develop-
ment efforts that can maintain the nation’s most essential military
capabilities in lean times, while preserving a foundation for rapidly
reconstituting forces when a triggering event or a widely perceived
deterioration in the international environment prompts a renewed
defense buildup.

It is also possible that other nations could move into the category of
adversaries. Most importantly, we do not know the future orienta-
tion or military capabilities of two important actors: Russia and
China. Twenty years hence, either could be ruled by a generally ami-
cable government that is content to advance its national interests by
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peaceful means, or by a hostile regime that aggressively pursues
objectives that endanger the interests of the United States and our
allies. The latter possibility must be given particular weight, in that
both countries have, at one time or another in their histories, mani-
fested expansionist ambitions. The course of reform in these two
giants is only marginally susceptible to influence from without.

In any case, we do know that both Russia and China will retain (and,
in China's case, increase) the capability to threaten our homeland
with nuclear weapons. We also know that, while neither Russia nor
China will have conventional military capabilities sufficient to chal-
lenge U.S. forces effectively outside of their regions, their regional
power-projection capabilities will remain sufficient to threaten their
neighbors. How imposing these conventional forces become will
depend heavily on the political makeup, economic development,
and technological capabilities of the two powers and on the levels of
resources their governments will choose to invest in their military
establishments.

Finally, our uncertainty about the future orientation of Russia and
China has important second-order effects: U.S. efforts to deter or
defeat regional adversaries will be more difficult in a world where
either Russia or China lends political or material support to such
adversaries, both in peacetime and during conflict.

We also do not know the future orientation of other states that today
share many U.S. interests. Most notable among these are Algeria and
Egypt and, perhaps, some of the states of the Gulf Cooperation
Council. If current governments there are toppled and replaced by
virulently anti-Western elements, the successor regimes could make
things much more difficult for us in the Middle East and the Gulf.
Likewise, we cannot be certain that Mexico will continue to develop
along stable and otherwise desirable lines. The consequences for the
United States of serious economic failure or political violence in
Mezxico would be immediate and far reaching.

We know that states with a modicum of resources and determination
will be able to acquire nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, as
well as ballistic and cruise missile delivery systems of sufficient range
to threaten their regions and, eventually, perhaps, even the United
States. We know that some terrorist organizations will be able to
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acquire lethal chemical and biological warfare agents. We are not
confident that these states or organizations will be deterred by
threats of retaliation alone.

We know that, for various reasons, numerous states in the future will
fail to provide for the basic needs of their populations and that no
country will be immune to the potentially devastating effects of natu-
ral disasters.

Among the most important factors that are difficult to forecast with
certainty are the economic conditions that will prevail in the future.
While we assume a continuation along present vectors, we cannot
rule out the possibility of developments that could impede economic
growth significantly or disrupt trade relations between the United
States and its major trade partners. Such disruptions could have
potentially profound effects across the board, and result in major
cuts in U.S. spending for defense and foreign operations.

U.S. decisionmakers should have confidence that they will not be
surprised by the sudden emergence of a powerful military competi-
tor. While the development of some specific military capabilities can
sometimes be obscured (as the Iraqi biological and nuclear programs
showed), years of sustained investment are required to field and train
capable conventional forces. Developments of this nature should be
detected by our intelligence community.

Finally, we should have high confidence in the continuation of a
crucially important but overlooked factor in our security: the exis-
tence of shared values, objectives, and habits of cooperation among
the major democratic powers. This is an asset of incalculable value.
It means, among other things, that none of these states needs to con-
cern itself with the possibility of military threats from any of the oth-
ers. It also means that, other things being equal, these powers can
count on each other to pursue broadly cooperative and constructive
policies, at least on the major issues of national security.

There will always be some uncertainty about whether and how the
United States might respond to specific future conflicts or crises,
particularly when the interests at stake are seen to be marginal. Most
domestic controversies about U.S. military involvements stem from
differences of view either about the degree of U.S. interest at stake in
the conflict (as has been the case with Bosnia) or about the best
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option for defending that interest (as was the case with the Gulf War).
Furthermore, decisionmakers’ perceptions about the degree of U.S.
interest sometimes change as situations evolve. These dynamic fac-
tors make it difficult to predict with confidence when and where U.S.
forces might be called upon to engage. However, force planners
should be more concerned with anticipating the types of operations
that our forces might need to undertake than with predicting when
and where they might occur.

THE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

The strategies advanced by the two administrations to hold power
since the end of the Cold War have been remarkably similar, both to
each other and to the strategies employed by all U.S. administrations
since the end of World War II. Our assessment of national objectives
and the international environment suggests that the major themes of
these strategies will remain at the center of future U.S. strategy.

Engagement

The current U.S. administration, like its predecessors, recognizes
quite clearly that the growth of interdependence means that the
United States has no realistic alternative to a strategy of engagement.
Because events and trends beyond our borders can impinge in an
increasingly direct manner on Americans, our government cannot
hope to fulfill its most basic responsibilities to its people unless it
works to ensure that it has the capacity to influence events and deci-
sions abroad. One abiding purpose of U.S. engagement abroad will
be to ensure balance and stability in regions of greatest importance
to the United States. Specifically, we will continue to work to prevent
states hostile to U.S. interests from dominating these regions
through threats or use of military power.

The importance of a strategy of engagement is magnified by the fact
that, to a growing extent, effectively addressing any of the major
issues on the international agenda—be they related to trade, regional
stability, proliferation, the environment, or other key issues—
necessitates cooperative and coordinated policies among many gov-
ernments.
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Alliance Leadership and Management

U.S. strategy also recognizes the importance of sustaining coopera-
tive relationships with allied nations. As Figure 3.5 shows, most of
the world’s most powerful economic states are also U.S. allies. The
fact that these states rely on the United States as the ultimate guaran-
tor of their security and the provider of stability in their regions,
helps ensure that the United States has an important voice in deci-
sions that affect our interests. Thus, sustaining, strengthening, and
adapting the framework of cooperative relationships among the
major democracies is a central theme in the national security strat-

egy.

Spreading Democratic Values

U.S. foreign policy has long recognized that America’s interests are
advanced by the spread of democracy. Democratic states tend to
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make good neighbors and good partners. The recent widespread
rejection of communist ideology and statist economic models pre-
sents a unique opportunity to expand the sphere of democratic,
market-oriented states. Thus, our strategy will continue to encour-
age and support governments seeking to introduce democratic insti-
tutions and market-based economic systems.

These fundamental tenets of our national security strategy establish
the framework within which the defense strategy is formulated.

Defense Strategy

Like other states, the United States maintains military forces to pro-
tect the nation from direct threats of attack. Unlike most other
nations, the United States also fields and employs military forces to
underwrite the security of other states. That is, the United States is
an “exporter” of security and stability. Recognizing that the best way
to protect and advance U.S. interests is to invest in stability in the
most important regions of the globe, the United States has built a
network of security relationships with states in Europe, the Far East,
Southwest Asia and the Middle East, and the Americas. ‘

One outgrowth of these relationships is that the United States has
taken responsibility for the protection of important common inter-
ests in these regions. In return, we are entitled to expect that our
partners will do their parts to contribute to a stable order in their
regions and to the advancement of common interests worldwide.
The vitality of this partnership depends critically on the capabilities
of U.S. military forces: Our security relationships can remain viable
only as long as U.S. forces are capable of defending U.S. and allied
interests.

Our most important overseas interests (and, not coincidentally, our
major allies) are clustered in three regions:

» Europe and East Asia, because this is where most of the “movers
and shakers” of the international community are. If we want to
get something done internationally, whether it is controlling the
spread of sensitive technologies, expanding international trade,
or organizing an economic boycott against a rogue state, we start
with our allies in these regions.




52 Strategic Appraisal 1997

* Southwest Asia and the Middle East, primarily, though not
exclusively because of the critical and irreplaceable role played
by petroleum in our economy.

* Because of their sheer proximity, events in Canada, Mexico, and
the states of the Caribbean and Central America can directly
affect important U.S. interests. In this regard, the potential for
internecine violence in a post-Castro Cuba will continue to
command some attention from U.S. military planners.

Sorting Out Challenges and Threats

One could list a number of threats relevant to defense strategy and
force planning, essentially taking the broad challenges and threats
already listed above and making them more specific. However, in
the interest of brevity, a somewhat different approach is applied
here. In general, defense strategists and planners focus on threats
that have one or more of the following attributes:

* The potential adversary (nation state or otherwise) is pursuing
(or may pursue) policies that conflict with U.S. preferences and
objectives.

* The potential adversary possesses (or may acquire) the military
means to advance his policies.

* The potential adversary’s actions could threaten important U.S.
interests.

Threats that occupy the intersection of these three sets of conditions
(“planning cases”) constitute the most salient problems for defense
strategy and force planning (see Figure 3.6). Detailed operational
plans are prepared for defending against such threats. Threats occu-
pying the intersection between two of these three sets (“hedging
cases”) generally demand our attention as well, constituting even-
tualities against which prudent strategists plan.

This is not to say that our forces will never be called upon to address
threats that fall outside these zones of intersection. Presidents and
geopolitics being what they are, it is very difficult to predict where
and under what conditions U.S. forces might be called upon to fight,
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especially when the United States confronts challenges that involve
U.S. interests that are less than vital. In general, rather than trying to
plan specifically for all such “lesser” contingencies, planners should
develop generic scenarios against which to prepare and assess U.S.
forces.?

This approach has the benefit of focusing the force planners’ atten-
tion on the potential threats that they ought to worry most about (see
Figure 3.7):

» Nations that share our basic objectives and are unlikely to
change their spots (e.g., our NATO allies, Japan, the Republic of
Korea, Australia) need not be of concern, no matter how power-
ful their military capabilities.

« Nations that pursue policies antithetical to our own but that lack
the capability to threaten important interests need not distract

ZFor a statement of U.S. policy regarding the use of force and forces, see Perry (1995),
pp. 14-17.
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the force planner.? By acquiring WMD, however, such nations
can vault themselves to the center of attention (e.g., Libya).

+ Nations that have sizable military forces and whose future
geopolitical orientation is uncertain (e.g., Russia, China) merit
close attention, especially if these nations are located in regions
where important U.S. interests lie.

This effort at identifying current and future problems worthy of
attention could be further elaborated, but the basic point is made:
When we plan force for major conflicts, we need not worry about
everything.* Actors that lie within the intersection of interests,

3The exception here is the need to be able to evacuate American citizens from dan-
gerous situations. The safety of Americans is always an important U.S. interest, and
their safety could be put at risk in virtually any country. Therefore, the DoD must be
prepared to evacuate noncombatants “anytime, any place.”

41t may be that policymakers from time to time will be confronted with problems lying
outside the heart of our three-ring framework—Rwanda and Grenada are recent
examples—but that is a different issue, having more to do with crisis management
than force planning.
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objectives, and capabilities are of primary concern. Actors that pos-
sess two of the attributes must also be considered in force planners’
calculations. Actors that do not have at least two of the three
attributes generally need not be of concern in the near term.
However, strategy and force planning should address even these
cases if there is a reasonable possibility that the actor might acquire
two of the attributes in the future.

FORCES FOR WHAT? MISSIONS OF THE U.S. ARMED
FORCES

The approach thus far has focused on the questions of where and
against whom the United States might need to employ sizable gen-
eral purpose forces in combat operations. It has not yet addressed
the critical issue of how these and other forces are to be employed;
that is, what will they be called upon to do and under what condi-
tions? This is, in many ways, the most important set of questions to
address, for the answers inform how we organize, train, and equip
forces.

This section describes those missions for which U.S. forces should
prepare over the next twenty years or more.

Deter and Defeat Attacks on the United States

Protecting our nation’s populations and territory from attack has
always been a vital interest. For the foreseeable future, the most
serious threats of direct attack will arise from WMD in the hands of
potential adversaries.

We have already noted that the proliferation of such weapons and
their delivery means is a near certainty over the coming two decades.
Those means could include covert forms of delivery, such as smug-
gling weapons into the country. Hostile governments, as well as
subnational actors, are likely to seek such capabilities, in part to
attempt to deter U.S. involvement or constrain U.S. options in
regional disputes and crises. To the extent that such proliferation
occurs, it also raises the risk of unauthorized or unintended attacks.

To deal successfully with such threats, U.S. forces should retain the
capability to retaliate against attackers in a devastating manner,
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being able to inflict enough damage on them to make any attack
unacceptably risky and costly. In addition, U.S. forces should be
capable of limiting the damage attacks can cause on our territory,
especially attacks by ballistic or cruise missiles and aircraft. This
mandates a defense capability against all forms of limited attacks, if
and as potential adversaries acquire such capabilities (see below).

Other threats may emerge that directly affect the well-being of the
American people. At some point in the future, U.S. military forces (as
well as civilian agencies) may be called upon to deter, deny, or pun-
ish state-sponsored attacks on U.S. civilian and military information
systems. It is also possible that foreign threats to the U.S. environ-
ment or to common world resources, such as fisheries, might also
necessitate U.S. military counter-action.

Deter and Defeat Aggression Against U.S. Allies, Friends, and
Global Interests

The level of U.S. interests at stake in cases of overt aggression can
vary, up to and including vital interests. Challenges can take the
form of large-scale, combined-arms offensives against allies and
friends or of aggression and assertions of sovereignty that threaten
freedom of transit and other uses of the seas, air, or space. Because
the United States has important interests in several regions and
because those interests may be contested by any of several potential
adversaries, the United States must be prepared to cope with nearly
simultaneous attacks by at least two major regional powers.

For a number of reasons, the threat posed by regional aggressors is a
demanding one:

* Many of our most important interests lie in regions far from
home. Thus, the United States is faced with the problem of hav-
ing to project power over great distances to confront the forces of
its adversaries “in their backyards.”

*  Warning of impending attacks may be very short (on the order of
a few days or less) or ambiguous. Yet, U.S. forces may be com-
pelled to achieve their initial objectives rapidly to minimize the
territory captured and damage done by attacking forces.
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» For political and economic reasons, the forces that the United
States stations and deploys forward in peacetime normally will
not be capable of defeating large-scale aggression without sub-
stantial reinforcement.

+ Deployments of U.S. forces abroad may be impaired by the
denial of transit routes (such as the Suez Canal) or by an inability
to use ports and bases en route or in the theater.

*  Our adversaries may possess WMD and the means to deliver
them accurately.

» U.S. military operations may be further constrained by a number
of factors, including a desire to avoid provoking the enemy to use
WMD, the need to minimize U.S. (as well as enemy civilian)
casualties, the need to maintain the cohesion of the U.S.-led
coalition, and the need to limit the risks of provoking the
involvement of additional outside powers and thereby widening
the conflict.

Not surprisingly, given the magnitude of the task and the importance
of interests at stake in regional conflicts, the demands of theater
warfare will continue to be the dominant factor sizing and shaping
the overall U.S. military force posture.

Protect the Lives of U.S. Citizens in Foreign Locations

This is an important and enduring responsibility of the U.S. govern-
ment. To fulfill it, U.S. forces may be called upon to

« Evacuate endangered U.S. (and allied) government and civilian
personnel

» Rescue U.S. citizens held hostage

» Defend in situ U.S. personnel under attack.

U.S. forces may be called upon to undertake these operations in sev-
eral widely dispersed areas simultaneously. For example, a single
event can trigger violent demonstrations in several countries at once.
Evacuation and rescue operations sometimes may have to be con-
ducted without the permission or support of the local government.
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Underwrite and Foster Regional Stability

This mission accounts for much of what U.S. forces do on a routine
basis, especially in their overseas operations. The United States will
take several complementary approaches to accomplishing this mis-
sion:

Prevent the coercion of friends and promote a durable balance of
power. The routine presence of U.S. forces in a region, both by
stationing and by temporary deployments, visibly underscores
our commitment to the security of our allies in that region, thus
contributing to deterrence and stability. U.S. forces stationed or
deployed abroad gain familiarity with the operating environment
of those regions and conduct combined training with the forces
of allied and friendly countries. Regional arms control efforts, as
well as judicious sales and transfers of arms, can also help
maintain a stable balance in favor of U.S. interests.

Help to resolve regional or internal conflicts. U.S. military power
can be brought to bear to support diplomatic efforts aimed at
settling inter- and intrastate conflicts. On occasion, U.S. forces,
often operating in conjunction with the forces of other nations,
may be called upon to conduct intervention and peace enforce-
ment operations, in situations where one or more parties to a
conflict can be expected to resist our intervention. Alternatively,
U.S. and other outside forces may be asked to conduct peace-
keeping operations by monitoring and facilitating compliance
with a cease-fire or an agreed settlement—a less demanding
mission than peace enforcement. One task frequently assigned
to U.S. forces in these types of operations is to help monitor or
enforce arms and other embargoes.

Defend threatened indigenous populations. From time to time,
the United States may undertake to defend and support endan-
gered populations threatened by other indigenous groups, their
own national governments, or the government of a neighboring
state.

Assist friendly governments; help bolster democracy. U.S. forces,
generally operating in small teams, are likely to be asked to
render advice and assistance to the forces of friendly
governments that are threatened by insurgency or other lawless-
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ness within their own borders. U.S. military assistance and
training and military-to-military contacts with foreign
counterparts also serve to encourage respect for democratic and
humanitarian principles in foreign lands.

In any of these operations, it is important to recognize that what
begins as a small effort can develop into a major U.S. involvement as
a result of the actions of the adversary or an ally of the adversary.
Furthermore, even small-scale operations can constitute a major
drain on U.S. resources if they persist over a long time. Thus, U.S.
decisionmakers will be highly selective in choosing to commit U.S.
forces to such operations. Often, the United States can make invalu-
able contributions to multilateral military operations by providing
not troops or combat forces but assets that few other nations possess
in abundance, such as strategic and tactical lift, specialized logistics
support, and reconnaissance and communications capabilities.
Even support limited to these functions is not risk free: The spread of
more-capable surface-to-air missiles and other weapons to Third
World nations enables even small, subnational groups to threaten
U.S. forces abroad.

Overall, the maintenance and periodic demonstration of U.S. superi-
ority in weapons and power-projection capabilities will facilitate
both the protection of friends and the deterrence of adversaries.

Counter Regional Threats Involving WMD

The proliferation of WMD will severely complicate a number of U.S.
military missions. Most broadly, U.S. strategy calls for a three-
pronged approach to dealing with this threat:

First, we will work to prevent the spread of WMD and their prin-
cipal means of delivery.

» Second, we will seek to deter the use of these weapons (and to
reduce incentives to acquire them in the first place) by retaining
the capability to retaliate in devastating fashion against those
who use them.

« Third, we will develop capabilities to prevent the use of such
weapons, through a combination of counterforce attacks, multi-
layered defenses, and passive protection measures.
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The last mission—preventing (as opposed to simply trying to deter)
the use of WMD—will be as difficult to carry out as it is important.
Competent adversaries will camouflage, harden, and disperse their
WMD and the facilities that they use to create and support them.
Politically, the United States may find it difficult to gain widespread
international support for imposing effective sanctions on prolifera-
tors or for preemptive attacks on their stocks of WMD. Finally, it may
prove morally and politically difficult to mount a devastating retalia-
tory attack against an adversary that has used WMD in a limited
fashion.

Deter and Counter State-Sponsored and Other Terrorism

Many states or subnational groups that are hostile to U.S. interests
but are loathe to risk a direct military confrontation with the United
States may use terrorism to attack U.S. citizens and property. As with
our efforts to counter WMD, our approach to countering terrorism
will be multifaceted. Specifically, U.S. military forces may be called
upon to undertake the following types of operations:

« Protect U.S. overseas personnel and facilities against terrorist
attacks

e Conduct preemptive attacks against terrorist bases and other
facilities

» Conduct punitive attacks against governments sponsoring ter-
rorist operations

» Conduct blockades and help enforce embargoes against states
sponsoring terrorism.

Such operations may be constrained by the fact that states sponsor-
ing terrorism will attempt to mask their involvement, and thus make
it difficult for the United States government to assign responsibility
conclusively for particular acts and to convince other governments of
its findings. In such situations, it will be especially difficult to garner
international support for preemptive or punitive attacks on states
that support terrorism.




The Context for Defense Planning 61

Provide Humanitarian and Disaster Relief at Home and
Abroad

Humanitarian and disaster relief efforts will constitute the most fre-
quent form of nonroutine U.S. military operations, both at home and
abroad. Civilian and nongovernmental agencies will frequently be
swamped by the magnitude of major disasters. Moreover, U.S. mili-
tary forces will sometimes possess unique capabilities that are
urgently needed to ameliorate human suffering.

Key tasks associated with this mission include

« Transport food, clothing, shelter, and other emergency supplies

« Provide potable water and emergency communication and
medical services

¢ Help repair damaged infrastructure

« Provide physical security for relief personnel and endangered
populations and facilities.

Counter the Production and Trafficking of Illegal Drugs

For the past several years, U.S. forces have been assisting law
enforcement authorities both at home and abroad in reducing the
flow of illegal drugs into the United States. Research suggests that
supply interdiction (as opposed to demand reduction) is unlikely to
affect the market for illegal drugs significantly in the United States
(Reuter, 1988). However, continued U.S. military involvement in the
suppression of drug production and smuggling is likely, given that
illegal drug use in the United States is a continuing source of concern
to the U.S. public and Congress. The illegal drug trade also poses a
threat to the stability of societies and governments in friendly coun-
tries.

The following tasks will likely continue to be assigned to U.S. forces:

+ Collect and disseminate intelligence on the production and traf-
ficking of illegal drugs

« Assist the forces of friendly countries in suppressing the produc-
tion and trafficking of narcotics
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¢ Assist other U.S. government agencies in interdicting the impor-
tation of illegal drugs into the United States.’

An Attention Span Problem?

The reader will note that the list of missions offered here is compre-
hensive. In fact, it is difficult to imagine a U.S. military task that
would not fit under one or more of these missions. Some strategists
and planners might aspire to provide the military services with a
somewhat narrower focus than this. Unfortunately, this is not pos-
sible because of the unique role that the United States plays and will
continue to play in the world. Like it or not, we are the security safety
net for much of the world: If we do not do it—whether the “it” is
patrolling the Persian Gulf, deterring aggression in Korea, reassuring
allies in Europe, or thwarting leaders who seek WMD—who will?

And if no one does it, the world will almost certainly become a more
dangerous place: If the United States were to eliminate its capabili-
ties to conduct any of the major combat missions listed above, we
would not only run the risk of not being prepared for a plausible
eventuality, we would very likely raise the probability of that threat
arising, as adversaries reacted to our divestiture of the capability.
Ultimately, it is this reality that accounts for the fact that this country
spends roughly an order of magnitude more on defense than any
other nation on earth. No other nation asks its forces to do what ours
do. And for better or worse, absent a collapse of our economy or our
national will or both, this is not going to change for many years to
come.

Priorities

Nevertheless, not all possible future challenges are equally likely or
important. What are the top priorities?

51t is also possible that U.S. forces might be called upon to provide assistance in inter-
dicting the illegal entry of other contraband or people into the United States. Other
agencies, principally the Customs Service and the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, have the lead responsibility for these tasks, however, and U.S. forces should
not be organized, trained, and equipped explicitly for these missions.
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From the standpoint of overall force structure and resource
demands, preparing for large-scale theater warfare (“major regional
conflicts” in the current parlance) remains at the center of force
planning. No other single mission calls for as much aggregate com-
bat power as fighting a major theater war. Moreover, deterring and
defeating large-scale aggression is most likely to be associated with
the defense of interests that are among our nation’s most important.
For these reasons, planning and evaluating the bulk of our forces
against the demands of future theater wars is entirely appropriate.®

This is not to say that other missions should be considered simply
“lesser included cases” of theater warfare. While many of the force
elements used for countering terrorism, underwriting regional sta-
bility, or providing humanitarian relief will be the same as those
needed to defeat a major regional aggressor, these other missions
often require specialized capabilities that will affect the way units are
trained, organized, and equipped.

Additionally, it is essential that adequate resources be devoted to
addressing potential future “show stoppers”—emerging enemy
capabilities that might negate current U.S. operational concepts or
threaten vital U.S. interests in new ways. A prime example is the
growing threat of WMD. Without extensive improvements in the
capabilities of U.S. forces to prevent their use, a small number of
delivery vehicles equipped with nuclear, chemical, or biological war-
heads could dramatically raise the costs and risk of U.S. and allied
defensive operations. Needless to say, such weapons can also allow
an adversary to threaten our homeland directly.

In short, even though planners must take into consideration the
demands of all of the potential missions to evaluate fully the ade-
quacy of a given force structure and posture, not all of those missions
should be given equal weight.

6Scenarios are extremely useful to the force planner as yardsticks against which to
measure the capabilities of one’s forces. Indeed, it is impossible to conduct serious
force planning without reference to scenarios that represent the types of challenges
that forces may face. Given the long list of missions for which U.S. forces must pre-
pare, and the different conditions under which they may have to fight, no single sce-
nario (or pair of scenarios) will ever be an adequate yardstick for assessing the capa-
bilities of our forces.
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Under What Conditions?

Getting a fix on the conditions under which U.S. forces will operate is
nearly as important as understanding the major types of operations
for which they must prepare. In many cases, the conditions under
which combat occurs and the constraints under which our forces
operate can make the difference between success or failure. For
example, if there were no constraints on the degree to which U.S.
forces could apply firepower, nuclear weapons would play a much
larger role in our planning for combat operations. Moral and politi-
cal constraints weigh heavily against this approach, however, and
play a key role in shaping our military forces and posture.

The following factors should have considerable weight when evaluat-
ing U.S. military capabilities:

» Expeditionary operations. Because we have far-flung interests
and most of our enemies reside across the seas, U.S. forces must
be prepared to fight far from home. Rescue and humanitarian
operations may be required in virtually any geographic region.

» Short warning. Competent adversaries will recognize that their
best chance for success is to attack and secure their objectives
before the bulk of U.S. forces is deployed to various theaters.
Generally, therefore, U.S. forces should be prepared to move
quickly to the fight.

+ Multiple, nearly simultaneous threats. Adversaries may also
attempt to exploit U.S. involvement in a conflict by initiating
aggression while U.S. forces are deployed and operating else-
where. To disabuse would-be aggressors of such notions and to
defend U.S. interests if deterrence fails, the United States will
have to demonstrate both the capability and the will to cope with
nearly simultaneous attacks by major regional powers as long as
multiple potential adversaries continue to exist.

» “Come as you are” wars. Not only can large-scale aggression
occur quickly; the success or failure of the aggression is also
likely to be determined quickly. One practical upshot of this is
that we should not count on being able to train unready forces or
produce new stocks of weapons during the conflict—we will have
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to fight with what we have on hand and be ready to replenish
stocks after the war.

» Asymmetries of stakes and commitment. Americans have had
the luxury of having to fight for truly vital interests—that is, those
in which the future shape or governance of the nation is at
stake—only very rarely. On the other hand, our adversaries fre-
quently fight for such high stakes, be they a foreign government
(e.g., North Korea in 1950-1953; North Vietnam, 1960-1975; Iraq,
1991) or a faction leader (Aideed in Somalia). This asymmetry in
stakes means that we will very often find that our adversaries are
prepared to withstand a great deal of punishment in wartime—a
fact that will test our resolve and staying power.

» Casualty intolerance. Directly related to these asymmetries of
stakes and commitment is the U.S. sensitivity to casualties.
While Americans may be prepared to accept heavy casualties in a
future conflict over stakes they regard as vital, they will have little
tolerance for continued casualties in involvements that they
regard as more marginal to U.S. interests. Historically, U.S.
enemies have sought to prolong combat and increase U.S.
casualties in the expectation that the American public would
turn against the involvement and compel the U.S. government to
make otherwise unwarranted concessions. U.S. planners must
anticipate similar attempts and adopt warfighting strategies and
acquire military capabilities that will permit the United States to
terminate combat involvements rapidly and with minimal U.S.
casualties. Without such capabilities, U.S. strategy will not be
viable vis a vis many future adversaries.

» Sensitivity to collateral damage. Americans are also hesitant to
support military operations that cause high levels of civilian
casualties. Therefore, U.S. forces must be able to employ fire-
power effectively without causing significant collateral damage.

Common Attributes

These military missions share important common attributes that
should be taken into account when planning and evaluating force
structures:
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* All of the missions are “joint”: The commanders to whom such
missions are assigned will, in almost all cases, draw forces from
multiple services in order to accomplish them.

* Even missions aimed at achieving limited objectives, such as
protecting indigenous populations, may have the potential to
escalate into large-scale or prolonged combat operations. The
potential for such escalation may grow over time as potential
adversaries acquire more lethal weapons. In extreme cases, for
example, the United States may require the capability to invade
and occupy a rogue state whose government has employed
WMD against the United States, its forces, or its allies.

* U.S. forces must be trained and postured to conduct effective
combined operations with the forces of allied and friendly coun-
tries. For example, U.S. forces may be called upon to provide
close-air and other forms of fire support to indigenous or third-
country forces engaged in combat.

* Television and other media are likely to influence decisions
regarding both whether and how U.S. forces will conduct opera-
tions.

* Assessments of U.S. military capabilities should take into
account the potential psychological effects of certain U.S. mili-
tary operations on enemy forces.”

Planners must consider these attributes of future missions, as well as
the conditions and constraints under which U.S. forces may have to
operate if they are to provide future U.S. presidents with the robust
military capabilities needed to cope with a wide range of potential
developments. Such qualitative considerations are often overlooked
in conventional assessments of military capabilities.

"There is a powerful tendency in the U.S. military establishment to analyze things that
one can count, such as numbers of enemy troops and vehicles killed, to the exclusion
of other factors that are (at least) equally important determinants of combat capabil-
ity, including training levels, morale, and unit cohesion. Such a tendency can both
warp battle damage assessments and limit the effectiveness of U.S. combat opera-
tions. For an assessment of the effects of U.S. air operations on enemy morale and
willingness to fight, see Hosmer, (1996). See also Hosmer (1994; classified publication,
not for public release).
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Even in contingencies where important U.S. interests are at stake,
the conditions and constraints shaping the U.S. military response
may require highly effective U.S. capabilities. For example, the
requirement to defeat aggression by regional powers rapidly might
prove particularly demanding if our adversaries possess WMD and
the means to deliver them against U.S. forces in the theater and the
United States itself. In contingencies where U.S. interests are more
marginal, there is also likely to be a requirement for highly effective
U.S. capabilities, as U.S. forces will be called upon to prevail with a
minimal cost in terms of U.S. casualties and prisoners, and with min-
imal damage to the civilian population.

Taken altogether, these conditions and constraints add up to a highly
demanding strategy.

SUMMARY

A clear bottom line for force planners should emerge from this
review: The United States plays unique and critically important roles
in the world. If future administrations are to continue to ensure that
they can secure and advance the basic objectives of our nation—the
protection of our people, our values, and our prosperity—they must
ensure that the United States retains the will and capacity to under-
write the security and stability of distant areas important to U.S.
interests. To support such a strategy, the United States will continue
to require superior military forces.
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Chapter Four

ADAPTIVENESS IN DEFENSE PLANNING:
THE BASIS OF ANEW FRAMEWORK

Paul K. Davis, David Gompert, and Richard L. Kugler

INTRODUCTION

After the November 1996 election, the United States began a major
review of national defense strategy. Much of the current debate
revolves around the questions: How many and which major regional
conflicts (MRCs) should the United States be prepared to fight, and
how many forces are needed to get the job done? These are the
wrong questions—or, rather, only part of the question. The right one
is larger: How can the Department of Defense (DoD) best build a
defense posture for pursuing U.S. strategic objectives in this era of
flux and opportunity?”

The answer, we believe, involves planning and building a U.S. force
posture to meet three tests. The “posture,” which involves not just
the forces but also patterns of deployment, readiness, and opera-
tions, should be able to (1) prevail in highly diverse war-fighting
contingencies, large and small, sudden and not so sudden (slowly
developing); (2) shape the future international security environment;
and (3) adapt to changes in strategic conditions. This chapter
describes a framework for defense planning that emphasizes and
unifies these tests.! It provides a new prism through which to view

IThis is a somewhat shortened and slightly modified version of a RAND issue paper,
Adaptiveness in National Defense: the Basis of a New Framework, published in August

69
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and assess alternative defense postures. We intend our proposals to
be practical to senior leadership; yet, they are radical in urging basic
changes in the way the DoD does business.

The central precepts of our approach are as follows:

DoD’s toughest challenge is to confront geopolitical, technologi-
cal, and budgetary uncertainty that is unprecedented in the
post-World War II era. The challenge requires setting enduring
strategic goals, which include but go beyond war-fighting goals,
and assuring that the evolving defense posture always points
toward those goals.

A key element here is that the very nature of warfare is changing,
in ways not yet fully understood. This means that DoD has the
difficult task of deciding how and at what pace to transform and
recapitalize U.S. forces to provide contingency capabilities for a
new era of warfare and adversaries who learned from Desert
Storm.

Although preparing for possible contingencies is DoD’s core
concern, the United States—because of its international and
technological strength—can also shape the future environment
to some degree, not just react to it. To do so means integrating
DoD force planning with U.S. foreign policy more broadly than
comes naturally within the threat-based planning framework. As
part of this, we see the need to strengthen our overseas presence
and coalitions because the perimeter of U.S. interests is growing,
not shrinking.

Finally, the defense posture must be not only superior but
strategically adaptive because the international and military
environment will continue to change, as may national priorities.

Taken together, these precepts of planning for adaptiveness suggest a
portfolio management approach to defense planning, a practical and
realistic approach that would facilitate regularly reviewing and
adjusting emphasis within the program to support the multiple goals

1996. It was generated in a cross-cutting project for the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, Joint Staff, and Defense Agencies.
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related to contingency capability, environment shaping, and strate-
gic adaptiveness.

In this chapter, we review traditional “threat-based planning” and its
shortcomings. We then describe our alternative framework and
identify broad force-posture options that should be assessed within
it. Finally, we summarize preliminary analytical results.

THREAT-BASED PLANNING AND ITS SHORTCOMINGS
Background

Since the early 1960s, the DoD has assessed the defense program in
terms of how many wars could be fought concurrently with the envi-
sioned forces. It has had defense programs geared to 2-1/2 wars
(1960s), 1-1/2 wars (1970s), multifront global war with the Soviet
Union (1980s), and, lately, two MRCs.

Under each of these, the DoD has used “point threat scenarios” as
test cases for Service programs and overall force structure. Figure 4.1
illustrates what such a scenario might look like today, using notional
numbers.2 It assumes that Iraq invades Kuwait, after which North
Korea invades South Korea (the reverse might be assumed instead).
Not only are the adversaries specified, but so also are many scenario
details—even the chronology. This scenario may be one good test
case, but it is clearly inadequate unless it is a bounding case or truly
representative of all likely contingencies. Today’s MRC scenarios are
neither. They suppress uncertainty rather than force us to face up to
it, and they do not satisfactorily measure the adequacy of our force
posture.

To be sure, secretaries of defense have always recognized that U.S.
forces will be used in unanticipated ways. They have seen the sce-
narios as mere illustrative test cases and as valuable elements of
declaratory policy and deterrence. During the Cold War, they could

2The DoD has sometimes provided additional scenarios reflecting, e.g., lesser regional
conflicts. It has always exhorted the Services to consider a range of cases in develop-
ing programs. In practice, however, attention has centered on a “big scenario” analo-
gous to Figure 4.1. This is of concern to the DoD, which is considering changes.
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Figure 4.1—Schematic of a Threat-Based Planning Scenario

be confident that building forces for any reasonable point scenario
involving the massive and multifaceted Soviet threat would generate
forces with considerable inherent flexibility—with nuclear weapons
to provide insurance.

In 1993, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin considered alternatives to
these scenarios, including suggestions from GEN Colin Powell to
focus more on generic war-fighting needs. But Aspin chose to stick
with the threat-based approach because he judged it necessary in
convincing Congress to support an adequate defense program—and
because Iraq and North Korea were convenient and credible villains,
whom we have no hesitation to label as such. Aspin expected inside-
the-Pentagon planning to go well beyond the point scenarios. His
Bottom-Up Review made clear the limited purposes intended for the
test cases.

In practice, however, DoD remains “hooked” on the simple formula
of optimizing for the official scenarios (e.g., in building forces that get
to the region just in time to prevail in those scenarios). The threat-
based approach is seductive. It provides a single, simple yardstick
against which to measure the adequacy of U.S. forces. It is therefore
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easy to explain and thus to gain public support for defense, especially
when the threats are real and vivid. It also allows the DoD to coordi-
nate planning across Services, demanding that all of them build
forces to satisfy needs of the planning cases.® In sum, the threat-
based approach makes it easier to get everyone, from the Services to
the Congress, to march to the same drummer—even if the drumbeat
is rather arbitrary or too limiting.

Problems of Framework

Whatever its attractions, the point-scenario threat-based approach is
wrong for our era. This is not a mere defect in the esoterica of
defense planning. The problems are real and serious:

« Inappropriate Peacetime Posture. Selected U.S. force elements
(units) are being run ragged in operations having essentially
nothing to do with the planning scenarios that have determined
the “posture” (i.e., not only the active and reserve force struc-
tures, but also deployments, readiness levels, and priorities). As
a result, we have witnessed serious operational stresses, confu-
sion in the ranks about mission, hasty improvisation, and occa-
sional sub-par performance—despite having the best military
technology and personnel $260 billion per year can buy.

o Achilles’ Heels. Even if war actually occurred in the Persian Gulf,
Korea, or both, our adversaries would likely try to exploit
Achilles’ heels that do not even show up in the standard planning
scenarios. Potential adversaries already know better than to
confront our forces as in Desert Storm. We are more vulnerable
to military failure than is generally realized.

e Failure to Assess Adaptivity. Too often, DoD studies of force and
weapon options focus on optimizing for the point planning sce-
narios and a baseline of numerous detailed assumptions. This is
quite pernicious, since the results are then strongly biased by the
semiarbitrary assumptions, which are often the result of com-
promise in committee.

3This said, the Navy and Marines have always sized forces for presence and crisis-
response, not just MRCs.
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«  Political Fragility. The defense budget would be quite vulnerable
politically if the Iraqi or, more likely, the North Korean threat
were suddenly to vanish. In such a case, would we immediately
cash in half our force posture as many would surely suggest?
Certainly not, and for good reasons. But then why not make
those good reasons the basis for our defense program in the first
place?

e Questionable Suitability for the Future Strategic Environment.
Will the forces we are developing, measured against today’s two
threat scenarios, be able to deal effectively with new adversaries,
allies, regional alignments, technologies, and missions? Quite
possibly not, and changing the posture quickly will be impossible
without years of preparation.

The danger is just as great that we will fail to exploit U.S. advantages.
Designing forces on the basis of fixed current threats and current
ways of fighting is exactly the wrong bias as we stand on the doorstep
of a revolution in military technology.

Planning Under Uncertainty

How One Plans Under Great Uncertainty. Whether in business,
sports, or war, the school solution for dealing with uncertainty is to
embrace planning for adaptiveness. This is intuitive to modern U.S.
chief executive officers, football coaches, and field lieutenants; it is
DoD that is peculiar in having focused on point cases. This said, we
still have to know what our military forces might need to do. A call
for unbounded adaptiveness would amount to calling for a blank
check. This drives us back to where all good planning should begin,
with objectives.

National Objectives for Planning Future Forces. Drawing on recent
statements by Secretary William Perry and General John
Shalikashvili, we can encapsulate key ideas in the useful mantra
“promote, prevent, defeat,” which suggests three national security
objectives: creating conditions to avoid conflict, deterring and oth-
erwise preventing aggression when it is threatened, and defeating it
when it occurs. For thinking more specifically about defense pro-
grams and postures, we suggest three related and supportive invest-




Adaptiveness in Defense Planning 75

ment goals to ensure that, despite current uncertainties, future pos-
tures will permit us to promote, prevent, and defeat:

» A force posture robustly sufficient at all times for a wide range of
contingencies (“operational adaptiveness”)

+ A force posture that can influence favorably how the world
evolves—to help “shape the environment,” as an element of U.S.
foreign policy

¢ The capacity to change our military posture over time as trends
and events dictate (“strategic adaptiveness”).

It follows that we should be testing alternative force-posture plans
against these separate investment objectives, as depicted in Figure
4.2 and discussed below.

Operational Adaptiveness: Capabilities for Diverse Contingencies.
In evaluating the sufficiency of forces for military contingencies, the
key is to move beyond one or two point scenarios toward a much
broader exploration. Focusing here on the war-fighting aspect, this
involves two distinct steps (Figure 4.3). The first is to consider a
much longer list of plausible political-military scenarios such as the
following:

» Iraq versus Kuwait and Saudi Arabia

¢ Iran closes the Strait of Hormuz _
+ Iran and Iraq versus Kuwait and Saudi Arabia

* Russia versus Ukraine

* Russia versus Poland

* Russia versus the Baltic states

» North Korea versus South Korea

e North Korea and China versus South Korea

e China versus unified Korea

¢ China versus Taiwan

s China versus Vietnam
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¢ A ‘“next Bosnia” in the Balkans
« China seeks to control East Asian ocean regions
» Civil war in Cuba

»  Civil wars in Algeria, Mexico, etc.

The full list includes some that are politically sensitive—both
because they include such nations as Russia or China, which are not
and we hope will not become adversaries, and because they consider
U.S. intervention in hypothetical conflicts where our interests are
controversial or our capabilities would be limited.*

The second step is to recognize that each political-military scenario
(e.g., Iraq invades Kuwait and Saudi Arabia) has innumerable varia-
tions, differing in warning time, allies, military strategy, force levels,
force effectiveness, weather, terrain, and even the algorithms
assumed in war games used to assess capabilities. Thus, for each

4From time to time over the years, the DoD has tried to include sensitive scenarios or
to include purely generic scenarios raising similar challenges. Unfortunately, these
laudable efforts have sometimes been criticized with accusations that DoD was trying
to create threats.
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Figure 4.3—Moving from Point Assumptions to Scenario-Space Testing

political-military contingency, there is an entire scenario space of
operational circumstances. Exploring this scenario space would be
of interest only to “modeling wonks” except that uncertainties about
operational circumstances (e.g., warning time or the fighting effec-
tiveness of defending allies) are very large and have profound effects
on the military capabilities needed to prevail. Indeed, it is, if any-
thing, more fruitful to examine a large scenario space for one or two
threats than to examine a long list of threats with fixed assumptions
about the operational circumstances of each.

Fortunately, with modern processing power, thoughtful design, and
appropriate models, we can now conduct such scenario-space explo-
ration quickly. Figure 4.4 illustrates some findings from such analy-
sis. It shows one slice through the database of simulated outcomes,
one that shows effects of varying the time of deployment relative to
D-Day (x axis), the nominal effectiveness of tactical-aircraft sorties (y
axis), and the suppression of tactical aircraft sorties (e.g., by chemical
attack or dense air defenses) (z axis, into the paper), while holding
many other variables constant. Figure 4.4, then, shows only 240 of
some 100,000 outcomes of a simulated war with Iraq over Kuwait and
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Figure 4.4—An Illustrative Contingency Analysis for the Persian Gulf
(shading of cells measures quality of outcome: dark is bad)

Saudi Arabia, where white is a good outcome and black a bad one. It
is assumed in these cases that Saudi ports and airfields are initially
threatened (e.g., by ballistic missiles or irregular infantry with shoul-
der-fired missiles) and that the Strait of Hormuz has been mined. In
these cases, unless the United States commences the deployment of
forces roughly a week or so before the war begins, it has to defer
deployment of main forces and instead concentrate early activities
on seizing and securing ports and clearing mines. This would give
the advancing Iraqi forces nearly a week of additional time before the
United States could fully engage them; the results turn out “black”
(i.e., bad). Chapter Six suggests a number of force-improvement
measures to mitigate these problems, but our point here is method-
ological.




Adaptiveness in Defense Planning 79

Contrast Figure 4.4, which confronts forthrightly the huge uncer-
tainties, with traditional analyses built around fixed assumptions.
Again, Figure 4.4 is only one slice of the analysis of a single contin-
gency. We consider the combined effects of many combinations of
many parameters’ values. And we combine those, in turn, with mul-
tiple simulations of many other scenarios. We can view different
slices of the outcome database interactively by “turning knobs” on
the computer display. Some of these knobs relate to measures of
effectiveness.® We believe this powerful new type of exploratory
analysis—qualitatively different from traditional sensitivity analy-
sis—is the appropriate way to test forces and postures for operational
adaptiveness in war-fighting contingencies.® Note that the objective
becomes increasing the fraction of the scenario space in which U.S.
forces would be able to prevail (with priority on the most important
parts of the space), not increasing effectiveness for a few point
scenarios.

Environment Shaping. Environment shaping entails using U.S. mili-
tary forces to help create international security conditions such that
it will be unnecessary to fight to protect our interests. Here, we are
making more explicit and methodical the familiar notion—reflected
in Secretary Perry’s recent statements—that U.S. force posture is, or
at least ought to be, related to U.S. foreign-policy goals (see Perry,
1996).

One important goal is promoting stability (e.g., by strengthening and
enlarging alliances and by building new cooperative relationships).
Another goal is to prevent instability by reducing incentives for
interstate competition and by deterring potential rogue countries
from contemplating aggression. A related goal is discouraging
regional states from attempting to compete militarily with the United
States (e.g., by convincing them that the United States could trump
any such effort).

5The measure of effectiveness used can have a strong impact on conclusions. For
example, ability to conduct counteroffensives would highlight the value of Army units,
while stopping an attack might be most easily accomplished with more air forces or
allied ground-combat capability.

6For a more detailed application and discussion of this approach, see Chapter Six.
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Analyzing systematically a given defense program'’s contributions to
environment shaping begins by being reasonably precise in identify-
ing environment-shaping objectives and the capabilities and activi-
ties that might contribute to them. To test alternative programs, we
use a version of multiattribute utility analysis, akin to methods used
in business planning.

Our analysis so far has centered on future U.S. overseas military
presence and the contributions of our closest allies. The result has
been to demonstrate the potential leverage of low-cost increases in
overseas military infrastructure, prepositioning, and especially for-
eign-military interactions (FMI) and security assistance, such as
training, exercises, and education. Such activities are regularly
underfunded in all three of our key theaters (East Central Europe, the
Greater Middle East, and East Asia). Yet funding these measures
requires diversion of budget dollars, and the tradeoffs are sometimes
painful or politically unpopular.

Admittedly, these methods involve subjective judgments. But any
effort to bring analytical rigor to consideration of the international
environment must necessarily do so, and in-depth research and
analysis can increase the quality of such judgments. Such partially
subjective methods are far better than excluding crucial “soft” issues
from force planning or than treating them but relying on impressions
and loose conjectures about cause and effect. At a minimum, our
approach allows decisionmakers and their staffs to question and
change assumptions readily, observing—during the course of a
meeting—how this affects conclusions about cost and effectiveness.
As illustrated notionally in Figure 4.5, which reflects qualitatively the
results of a recent study, decisionmakers may reach some of the
same conclusions about priorities even when they approach the
subjective-judgment problem from different perspectives. People
with different perspectives make judgments about the value of vari-
ous increments of capability or activity for improving the environ-
ment-shaping objective. The model then combines many such
inputs and computes the relative cost-effectiveness. Figure 4.5
reflects notionally the conclusion mentioned above, that FMI and
security assistance have the highest leverage, even if one can argue
about how much value they have. Actual results vary with theater,
the baseline assumed (e.g., how many forces are already forward
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Figure 4.5—Notional Cost Effectiveness Conclusions About Contributions
to Environment Shaping

deployed), and the individuals consulted. Consensus is not always
possible, of course, even on rank ordering.

U.S. military superiority is one of the reasons we have an unrivaled
opportunity to influence the direction and pace of international
change. Examining carefully how alternative force postures might
contribute to this goal should therefore be an integral part of the new
defense planning framework. This will change the perceived impor-
tance of various research and development (R&D) and acquisition
options. As we shall elaborate elsewhere, it will also highlight the
need to strengthen and expand—not disengage from—overseas
presence and coalitions worldwide, especially in Europe, East Asia,
and the greater Middle East.

Strategic Adaptiveness. Even with skillful U.S. efforts to shape the
environment, there is sufficient flux and uncertainty in international
politics and in technology that we cannot count on today's favorable
strategic conditions to endure. DoD has seldom treated strategic
adaptiveness as an explicit issue in assessing the defense program. It
now seems critical to do so, because we are entering an era in which
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perceived military needs and military operations could shift drasti-
cally—perhaps repeatedly and in different directions—over the
course of the next 20 to 25 years.

To evaluate strategic adaptiveness, we use the same basic methodol-
ogy as for environment shaping. We can identify many of the devel-
opments that might require adaptations, for example

¢ Branches
—Korean unification
—Chinese military buildup and threatening behavior
—NATO expansion
—Defense budget
—Proliferation of missiles, weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
inexpensive air defenses, advanced mines, etc.
» Shocks
—Japan “goes independent”
—New Arab-Israeli war
—Hong Kong situation explodes, spreads
—Russia moves against Baltic states, Ukraine, or Poland
—“Surprise” cuts in defense budges, disrupting program
—Revolution in Saudi Arabia

—Actual use of WMD against the United States, its forces, or
allies.

This list distinguishes between some predictable discontinuities or
branches, and some shocks. Following a simple logic of planning in
the face of strategic uncertainty (Figure 4.6), we can also identify
possible force-posture adaptations. Some can be well defined in
advance as contingent substrategies for branch points; others—in
response to shocks—will be more ad hoc and more dependent on
flexible hedging capabilities. Some of the hedging programs are in
process (e.g., R&D on ballistic missile defense); others are arguably
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Figure 4.6—A Logic for Strategic Planning Under Uncertainty

underfunded (e.g., technology and systems for swift mine clearance
from sea-lanes).”

One benefit of introducing a strategic-adaptiveness test would be to
help protect innovative experiments by the military departments that
might otherwise be endangered by current exigencies in a budget
crunch. These include arsenal ships, the Marines’ Sea Dragon con-
cepts, light and lethal Army units, and joint mastery of long-range
precision strike. In this regard, it is troubling to note recent congres-
sional actions cutting funding for advanced concept technology
developments, the very kind of activities that an emphasis on
strategic adaptiveness would promote.

"The American industrial base is, of course, an enormously valuable hedge. In only a
very few instances, however, does the DoD need to take special protective measures.




84 Strategic Appraisal 1997

Integration Using Portfolio Methods

Our methods create a more complete set of tests for assessing alter-
native force postures: war-fighting capabilities, environment shap-
ing, and strategic adaptiveness. But the challenge of integrating, or
balancing, these three considerations remains. Integration is what
our top civilian and military leaders attempt earnestly to do. But it is
not easy, and the leadership needs a new concept and method for
unifying the strands.

We believe that an investment portfolio is the right metaphor. Like
individuals and firms, national defense must balance multiple goals,
stretching from the present day to the distant future, with numerous
risk-benefit considerations in mind (Table 4.1). Also, national
defense, like the financial world, has a variety of instruments for
achieving these objectives (Table 4.2). The challenge is to assemble a
portfolio of defense assets that best achieve our national goals, both
today and tomorrow. Just as a financial investor normally wants
many different types of stocks, bonds, and other investments as a
function of its financial purposes, so also will DoD want a diverse
portfolio of military assets and activities, as a function of its strategic
purposes. The question is how to determine the composition of the
portfolio.

Table 4.1

Parallels Between Financial- and Defense-Planning Concerns

Financial-World Concerns Defense-Planning Concerns

Long-term capital gains Restructured and recapitalized forces for
the middle to long term
Uncertainty about when to planto cash  Uncertainty about when new forces will

in gains (end of expansion cycle, be needed
retirement age, etc.)
Short-term liquidity Near-term readiness for contingencies

and other military operations
Risk management on all time scales give  Risk management on all time scales
uncertainties about market, economy, given uncertainties about future
and government regulations threats, budgets, national strategies,
and political constraints by Congress
or foreign states
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Table 4.2

Parallels Between Financial- and Defense-Planning Instruments

Financial-World Instruments Defense-Planning Instruments

Diversification Broadening missions

Mergers and acquisition Forming coalitions

Divestitures “Letting go” of industrial base for obso-
lete capabilities

Special-opportunity investments Addressing Achilles’ heel problems

Hedging (R&D, stock options) Hedging (e.g., R&D, prototype units)

Regular rebalancing of portfolio Regular rebalancing of emphasis across

contingency capabilities, environment
shaping, and strategic adaptiveness

A business manager must revisit the portfolio continually to assess
what shifts among investment instruments are indicated in light of
changes in goals or the external environment. Similarly, if near-term
threats seem worrisome, the secretary of defense may want to
emphasize contingency capability heavily, with environment shap-
ing coming second and strategic adaptiveness little more than a
reminder not to be caught off guard if strategic conditions change.
By contrast, if the greater dangers seem to be in the middle or long
term, the secretary would give relatively more weight to environment
shaping and strategic adaptiveness.

The strategic portfolio framework encourages decisionmakers to
assemble options differently than in the past. Although secretaries of
defense have long been concerned about adaptiveness and about
tradeoffs between the short and long terms, their planning frame-
work and the measures of effectiveness used in the Planning,
Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) are inadequate. In our
construct, the secretary would insist that every program review treat
all three of the investment objectives—explicitly, in parallel, and with
short-term versus long-term tradeoffs treated analytically. In many
ways, this intuitively obvious proposal is radical. It would change the
terms of debate and give the defense program and its description a
more long-term and strategic character.

Arguably, the portfolio approach would be suitable even in a seem-
ingly stable and predictable world. In an era of uncertainty, even
with our best efforts to manage the environment, it is the key to
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ensuring that our plans and our forces can be changed gracefully if
need be.

CONCEIVING ALTERNATIVE FORCE POSTURES

This three-part adaptive framework, integrated by portfolio man-
agement, will not by itself generate alternative force postures. It will
only test the options the policymaker or planner wishes to test. What
should those alternatives be? Most of the current debate revolves
around the two-MRC assumption, readiness, and force size as mea-
sured by numbers of divisions, carrier battle groups, and wings. But
we believe the most important question facing the DoD involves
modernization strategy, in the broadest sense. We see at least three
philosophically different force-posture alternatives (or investment
strategies) worthy of evaluation:

« Option 1. Conservatism, Near-Term Emphasis, and Expected
Evolution. This alternative would combine caution about tech-
nology's promises with emphasis on continuity in U.S. interna-
tional engagement. By and large, it would feature a posture with
only marginal changes in force structure, end strength, “capital-
to-labor” ratio, and overseas presence and with little moderniza-
tion beyond that needed to replace aged weapon systems and
platforms. It would preserve the present balance among ground,
air, and naval contributions to joint operations. It would reflect a
belief that today’s international security environment is rela-
tively risky, with the longer-term future to be heavily discounted.
This alternative, then, would stress near-term readiness and
deemphasize long-term investment. Such investment would
occur and be sustained only if budget levels were high, probably
higher than today’s. In that case, the posture would evolve over
time.

« Option 2. Embracing the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA).
Opposite this might be an alternative unreservedly embracing
what some call the RMA. It would transcend current force con-
figurations and increase reliance on long-range precision
weapons and information dominance for waging war without
deploying large traditional forces into war zones where they
would be highly vulnerable to missile attack by both conven-
tional and mass-destruction weapons. It would feature smaller,




Adaptiveness in Defense Planning 87

leaner, and dispersed maneuver forces and fires, rather than
large armored formations. The approach would stem from the
belief that the future of warfare is relatively clear and the need to
prepare for it great. It would treat the current security environ-
ment as a respite from serious threats and a window in which to
invest toward what could be a more dangerous future. It would
subordinate structure, readiness, and overseas presence to R&D
and modernization.

o Option 3. Tilting to the Future, Cautiously. A third alternative
would be a compromise—a “tilt toward the future.” The United
States would set a high priority on beginning the transition to a
force structure with some of the same elements envisioned
under the RMA option—in particular, more emphasis on light
units capable of rapid deployment, dispersed operations, and
exploitation of long-range fires from both air forces and ground
or sea platforms. The priority would be on using them to address
the Achilles’ heel related to short-warning attacks and opposed
entry. The pace of transition would be “deliberate.” Individual
system choices would be adjusted over time, depending on
threat development and the success of newly fielded units. This
alternative would maintain high levels of overseas presence for
the sake of environment shaping, although it would use some-
what different forces and reduce the number of people per unit.
It would trade end strength for R&D, innovation, and recapital-
ization, although less radically than Option 2.

The choices highlighted by these options should be central to the
upcoming strategy review. Therefore, the options are good ones,
although not necessarily the only ones, to test in the three-part
framework we have constructed.®

8Many possible “strategies” are currently being discussed. These include reducing
forward presence and relying upon power projection from the United States; relying
more heavily on allies; trimming forces to meet a reduced, 1-1/2-war criterion; and
various types of deliberate disengagement. National missile defense plays a promi-
nent role in some of the strategies.
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ASSESSING THE OPTIONS

Depicting a framework is one thing; applying it with analytical
underpinnings is another. We have begun but not completed that.
But we can describe broadly what we envisage, starting with a
notional summary assessment of alternative force postures that
would be shown after a full-scale strategy review. Figure 4.7 shows
this as a familiar “stoplight scorecard” in which shades of gray corre-
spond to war outcomes ranging from bad (black) to good (white).

This figure may seem complex at first, but it is actually nothing more
than a distilled result of applying the strategic portfolio framework
notionally (i.e., the assessments shown are based on preliminary
analysis).

« Each cell shows the assessment of a given force posture (row) for
a given test (column).

» Along rows, we have alternative force postures, which fall into
three groups representing the three different portfolio philoso-
phies mentioned above. For each, we have versions for budget
levels of $260 billion, $230 billion, and $200 billion.

e The columns relate to the objectives discussed earlier (war-
fighting capability, environment shaping, and strategic adap-
tiveness). There are groups of columns for Europe, the Greater
Middle East, and East Asia; within each of these there are three
“cases” (A, B, and C), which test the force posture in increasingly
demanding ways. The “A cases” are relatively favorable, akin to
usual planning scenarios. The “B cases” involve short warning
times and just-in-time rapid deployment with opposition, and
the “C cases” involve having to fight our way back into a theater
and recover ground. These cases are composites of the many
tens of thousands of cases examined in the scenario-space
analysis. There is a column summarizing capabilities for various
combinations of two simultaneous MRCs. The last two columns
show how well the given force posture would score in shaping
the environment and in strategic adaptiveness.

The idea, of course, is to test a given force-posture alternative in
many ways and to provide a unified visual display of all the major
factors policymakers need to integrate. Whether such a depiction is
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substantive or merely creative art designed to support preconcep-
tions depends on the depth of the analysis that decides the shade of
each cell, using the methods described above. Providing that depth
is the thrust of our current work.

By “adding up the colors,” one can turn the stoplight chart into a
graph of the overall quality of the posture versus the budget level.
Figure 4.8 shows a notional result with one particular portfolio
weighting of war-fighting capabilities, environment shaping, and
strategic adaptiveness. By contrast with Figure 4.7, it shows a band
of values (also notional) for each option, the band representing
uncertainty about the effectiveness of high-technology systems and
their suitability for future wars. The hypothesis suggested by Figure
4.7’s notional numbers is that Option 1 (conservative evolution) may
look reasonably strong for high budget levels but quite bad for lower
levels. If one is confident about the “RMA options,” then Option 2
looks good generally, and dramatically so for lower budget levels.
Option 3, the tilt-to-the-future case, not surprisingly, is in the mid-
dle.

RANDMRS26-4.8

Option 1: Evolutionary Posture
7 Option 2: RMA Posture
Il Option 3: Tilt-Toward-Future Posture

Relative effectiveness of force

0 | | |
175 200 225 250 275
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Figure 4.8—Capabilities Versus Budget Levels (Notional)
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Figure 4.8 is not entirely notional. After all, a recapitalized force
exploiting modern technology (e.g., precision strike, information sys-
tems, and mobility) would presumably use fewer people and be more
resilient to budget changes than the current force, which evolved
during the era of large-scale sustained armored conflict, small num-
bers of precision-guided weapons, and highly imperfect knowledge
of the battlefield. Also, our analysis indicates that military capabili-
ties will drop rapidly with further decreases in the budget unless
there is a substantial reengineering and reduction of infrastructure.
In any case, debating the kinds of ideas displayed here would be
useful. Our point is not that we know the answer, but rather that
decisionmakers should be looking for the kinds of insights we offer
notionally here.

Observations

As discussed in Chapter Six, there is every reason to believe that U.S.
forces will outclass those of regional adversaries for the next 10 to 15
years. Such adversaries could prove very troublesome in contingen-
cies by virtue of their exploiting U.S. Achilles’ heels and adopting so-
called asymmetric strategies that play more to their strengths than to
U.S. strengths. However, there are numerous measures that the
United States can take in posturing its forces that would reduce vul-
nerabilities, many of them associated with short-warning attacks.
The most fundamental difficulty for the next 10 to 15 years, we
believe, relates to dealing with WMD. With this exception, contin-
gency capabilities should be adequate. The more challenging deci-
sions involve investment and restructuring.

The Gordian Knot: Thinning, Not Cutting, Force Structure

A core problem facing the DoD is the apparent resistance to reducing
active force structure. The current structure is already underfunded,
the notorious acquisition holiday has already lasted too long, and
there is arguably a need to begin a fundamental, perhaps revolu-
tionary, recapitalization. The real questions are how much and how
fast. This said, we must expect that DoD’s funds will remain severely
limited and that even heroic efforts to reduce infrastructure and
acquisition overhead will have less payoff than optimists expect,
except perhaps over the long term. This implies to us that force
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structure must be a significant bill-payer for what is needed. Our
analysis indicates, however, that this need not be nearly so troubling
as it often is. Given the enormous improvements in command, con-
trol, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance (C4/ISR); mobility; and lethality of systems, and
given the modest nature of current regional threats, it should be
possible to reengineer forces so that smaller units take on the func-
tions that larger units (e.g., brigades taking on division functions)
previously accomplished. Further, some functions (e.g., running
ships) should be possible with fewer people. All of this would be
normal reengineering in an industrial setting.

It follows that the terms of debate should be focused not on reducing
major formations (e.g., reducing from 10 to 6 active Army divisions,
or from 11 to 6 carrier battle groups), but rather on reducing end
strength, changing what constitutes our major formations, and alter-
ing the active-reserve mix. It may well be that we should have 10
army divisions, but with one-third fewer people and more emphasis
on light forces and long-range fires; that the “capital ships” of the
future should include Aegis cruisers and arsenal ships rather than
only carriers; or that active Air Force wings should be fewer or
smaller than in the recent past.® None of these measures would
constitute disengagement or disarmament, which would have
harmful effects on the security environment. If the United States
truly improves its posture by reengineering, we should have enough
influence to convince our adversaries and allies of that, even though
they might at first equate reduced numbers with disengagement.

THE NEED FOR UNUSUALLY STRONG LEADERSHIP

As we have indicated, we believe that the biggest challenges are (1)
breaking with the point-scenario, threat-based planning of the past;
(2) shifting the focus of the program so as to contribute more to the
“strategic” objectives of environment shaping and strategic adap-
tiveness; and (3) beginning to transform and recapitalize the force
posture for the next—and likely very different—era of warfare, which

9The Air Force has already reduced the size of its fighter squadrons.
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should be distinguished from merely modernizing by replacing old
equipment. Such changes are unlikely to happen easily.

It is possible, of course, that the DoD is a unique organization
immune to the maladies that affect other nations’ armies, corpora-
tions, and government agencies. Perhaps the military Services will
push ahead with all deliberate speed in making the fundamental
planning and doctrinal changes that are needed. These changes are
plausible if the defense budget is raised enough so that there are
“new” funds. Or perhaps the Services will even sacrifice current
force structure to free the funds necessary for recapitalization.
However, in our view, such a rosy scenario is at best a theoretical
possibility. Far more likely is that, without firm guidance to the con-
trary, the Services will hold onto force structure tenaciously. When
budget crunches occur, one after another, important experiments
will be routinely deferred or forgone, as will some next-generation
weapon systems. The future will be lost through “salami slicing.”

To put things a bit differently, we are on the one hand greatly
encouraged by the vigor and innovation being shown in all of the
Services. All the building blocks for transformation and recapitaliza-
tion are visible, as the result of enlightened R&D and the most tal-
ented armed forces that the world has ever seen. However, sweeping
change is painful and disruptive; it does not occur without strong
top-level leadership insisting upon it. In DoD, it will require excep-
tional and sustained leadership by the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The alternative may be to find ourselves in 20 years with a run-down
version of a military force structure suited to the 1980s rather than a
first-rate, versatile, and adaptive military force designed for the next
century. If we build the latter, we stand a better chance of staying in
front of would-be adversaries and wanna-be hegemons, and we can
guide international and technological change. In such a case, the
world might go decades without the kinds of major wars that so
darkened the history of the 20th century.
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Chapter Five

NEW PRINCIPLES FOR FORCE SIZING
Paul K. Davis and Richard L. Kugler

INTRODUCTION

In what is becoming a quadrennial activity, the United States is con-
ducting an overall review of its defense strategy and program.!
Accordingly, the question of how to determine the size of U.S. forces
has once again come to the forefront. As in 1993 when the Bottom-
Up Review (BUR) was conducted (Aspin, 1993), the question is being
asked: Does the United States need to be able to fight two nearly si-
multaneous major regional conflicts (MRCs) and, assuming it does, is
the current BUR posture needed, or will something smaller suffice?

These questions, for all their importance, seem stale. They do not
raise the fresh, more basic issues that also should be addressed—
issues that include planning explicitly for demanding real-world
peacetime operations and beginning a reengineering and recapital-
ization of forces for the 21st century. In this chapter, we agree that
the force-sizing issue should be debated, and we offer a tentative as-
sessment. But we do so using the new strategic framework described
in Chapter Four.

We also go to some pains to separate the issue of force capability
from the issue of manpower end strength. In most of this chapter,
we reluctantly discuss force sizing in terms of traditional “tokens” —

1This chapter is based largely on a continuing research project for the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, Joint Staff, and Defense Agencies.
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divisions, wings, carrier battle groups (CVBGs), and Marine
Expeditionary Forces (MEFs)—even though these tokens sometimes
have little to do with operations and may be becoming archaic. In
the latter part of the chapter, we emphasize that force composition
and doctrine will be changing: Reengineering is needed to prepare
the United States for the next era of warfare, to facilitate peacetime
operations with less stress on personnel, and to reduce long-term
costs. In the future, it should be possible to field units with capabili-
ties comparable to or greater than current types of units for most sit-
uations, but with significantly fewer people. Although this chapter
ends up supporting a “large” force structure, comparable to today'’s,
this by no means implies that end strength should be held constant
or that the familiar tokens are appropriate for the long haul. Indeed,
our view is that end strength will have to be cut to generate funds for
modernization. The savings postulated from changes in defense in-
frastructure will not likely be sufficient. So, also, the familiar tokens
will need to change as modernization and rationalization of opera-
tions take place.

With this as background, our approach is as follows: First, we take up
the two-MRC issue on its own terms and discuss its rationale in some
detail. We do this because Department of Defense (DoD) documents
and most of the current debate focus on this standard.? We conclude
that the standard is sensible; it is not, however, the only sensible
standard that could be used. Indeed, it may not even be the most
germane to the current world, in which U.S. forces are severely
stretched as they conduct an endless stream of operations other than
war (OOTW). Thus, we broaden the perspective and propose a new
standard consisting of a set of three sizing criteria that should be
satisfied simultaneously. The two new criteria both deal with the
important issue of environment shaping. One also addresses the
problem of ongoing lesser regional conflicts (LRCs) or military oper-
ations other than war (MOOTW).

Having defined new criteria, we develop a range of estimates for the
force levels that they would “require.” Any such estimates are neces-

ZFor example, “U.S. military strategy calls for the capability, in concert with regional
allies, to fight and decisively win two MRCs that occur nearly simultaneously. This is
the principal determinant of the size and composition of U.S. conventional forces.”
(Perry, 1996b, p. 5) (emphasis added).
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sarily heuristic, but the results are interesting. With these results in
mind, we then discuss why having a set of three sizing criteria for
defense planning would be a substantial improvement over the two-
MRC standard by itself. The principal reason is that the three-
criterion approach would convey a better sense of overall defense
strategy, which should not and has not in practice been focused
solely on near- and middle-term warfighting. It would also bring out
the fact that environment shaping, including activities in support of
“general deterrence,” is now as demanding for force sizing as
preparing for contingencies.

Finally, we turn to longer-term issues, noting the many uncertainties
that preclude confidence about the force levels that will be needed a
decade or two from now. We argue that the desire for strategic
adaptiveness should encourage reengineering the forces. This will
substitute capital for labor and, if things go well, increase rather than
decrease functional capabilities for most missions. However, there
are uncertainties about which missions will arise and at what level,
and whether high-tech forces reliant upon precision strike and in-
formation dominance will prove as capable (or even half as capable)
as now estimated. Thus, the United States should expect to revisit
the sizing issue from time to time as the strategic landscape becomes
more or less threatening, as potential adversaries do or do not field
capabilities and doctrines undercutting our forces, and as we gain
experience with information-era operations. :

THE TWO-MRC ISSUE ON ITS OWN TERMS
Why Two MRCs?

The basic argument for two-MRC capability is simple: The United
States should obviously be prepared to fight and win one war quickly
and decisively. However, if the United States had only that level of
capability, its freedom in crisis might be constrained because of “self
deterrence.” That is, because of a lack of reserves, the government
might be dangerously overcautious about reacting to aggression.
Further, if it did react to aggression at the MRC level, it would be vir-
tually inviting aggression elsewhere. In a world with a variety of po-
tential aggressors, that is not a minor issue.
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Some have argued that, in the event of a second conflict, the United
States could adopt one or another version of a “win-hold-win strat-
egy”—by attempting to halt an invasion but delaying any attempt to
recover territory or defeat the enemy’s forces until the first contin-
gency is completed (see Aspin, 1993; O’'Hanlon, 1995). There is some
logic in this view. If a two-MRC situation actually arises, such a se-
quential strategy might be appropriate militarily. After all, concen-
tration of force is one principle of war, and orchestrating simultane-
ous wars is a difficult undertaking.

Those who would bank on this approach, however, gloss over the
dangerous implications, which include giving the second aggressor
time to prepare for a U.S. effort to dislodge him. The eventual coun-
teroffensive might involve extended operations in difficult terrain
with defense in depth and th